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PREFACE

When Earl Cornwallis moved his army to the small village
of Yorktown in 1781, he sought an easily defensible position and
a safe harbor for his fleet. He could little have imagined that his
action would prove decisive in ending the Revolutionary War, that
he would lose both his army and his shipping in one of the great
military disasters of the age. But perhaps farthest from his mind
was the thought that 150 years latef people would come to excavate
the remains of the battle, and reconstruct the conflict which had
been waged there. Such activity would certainly have seeméd the

most inscrutable of follies to the men who made our history.

However, in our reflective age, the search for relics and
knowledge of the past has become immensely popular, and recon-
struction and preservation of the past one of our national imperatives.
Yorktown has not been forgotten in this frenzy of activity, and con-
siderable attention has been paid to the excavation and rebuilding of
her military works. An area which has formerly been largely
neglected is the role which the shipping under Cornwallis's command
played, and the systematic— study of the remains of that shipping.
Although there have been numerous salvage attempts on the vessels

over the years, there has never been a detailed study made of the

iii

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



iv
site and the wrecks which lie there. This work is intended as a

first step in that direction,

The purposes of this study were to undertake an historical
review of the shipping engaged in the Battle of Yorktown, to deter-
mine exactly what ships were involved and which were likely to
remain on the river bottom as wrecks. Further, it was intended that
a record be made of the work which has been done to date on these
wrecks, including a catalogue and analysis of whatever artifacts
have been associated with these wrecks. Such a study seemed a

- . necessary prelude to any work which might be undertaken in the
future, a possibility which remains strong. Happily, the York River
site has been placed on the National Register of Historic Places as
of February, 1973, the first underwater archaeological site to be
so designated. While this does not guarantee the safety of the site,
it does give recognition of its importance, and may result in future
controlled and systematic work on the wrecks there. The present
work does not pretend to offer 1 definitive decision on the advisability
of such future work, but rather attempts to present the information
necessary for the formulation of such a decision. Hopefully, any
such work will now be undertaken in full cognizance of the potentials

and limitations of the site.

It should be noted that only materials which are available in
this country have been used in this study, and it is probable that the

picture could be considerably more detailed were other sources
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available. Certain of the manuscripts have proved to be extremely.
elusive, and once located, have proved extremely difficult to trans-
cribe; this is particularly true of the Freuch materials. For this
reason, it was decided to add an appendix of supplementary docu-
ments, that the reader might avoid going over the same ground again
unnecessarily. Further, the translation of certain of the French
documents has proved especially agonizing, and for this reason they
have been used only in translation. Unlike a-work of literature, it
seemed that much was to be lost and little gained by the presentation
of these historical documents in their original language and they
have therefore been translated. as literally as was consistent with

readability.

For their continued interest in the project and their inestimable
assistance, I would like to express my deepest thanks to the following:
Dr. James M. Merrill, Mr. Ivor Nogl Hume, the staffs of the o
Mariners Museum, Colonial National Historical Park, the Virginia
Historic Landmarks Commission, and the Manuscript Division of
the Library of Congress. My especial thanks to the Winterthur
Museum, which has made this study possible, and to the Museum
staff, who have patiently tolerated a heretic in their midst. Finally,

I wish to thank all the people in Virginia who were hospitable beyond

the bounds of protocol, and without whose assistance this work might

never have come to fruition,
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CHAPTER 1I

THE BATTLE OF YORKTOWN:
THE CAPTIVE FLEET

Instead of having Magazines filled with provisions, we have

a scanty pittance scattered here and there in the different
States. Instead cf having our Arsenals well supplied with
Military Stores, they are poorly provided, and the Workmen
all leaving them. Instead of having the various articles of
Field equipage in readiness to deliver, the Quarter Master
General (as the denier resort, according to his acct.) is but
now applying to the several States to provide these things for
the Troops respectively. Instead of having a regular System
of transportation ... all that business, or a great part of it,
being done by Military Impress, we are daily and hourly
oppressing the people - souring their tempers - and alienating
the affections.... In a word - instead of having everything in
readiness to take the Field, we have nothing and instead of
having the prospect of a glorious offensive campaign before us,
we have a bewildered and gloomy defensive one - unless we
should receive a powerful aid of Ships - Liand Troops - and
Money from our generous allies and these, at present, are
too contingent to buiid upon. 1

This grim account of a country struggling with its last
ounce of strength for its very survival, against seemingly insuper-
able odds, was written by George Washington in his diary in May,
1781, Barely able to maintain a fighting force in the field, not even
daring to pin any hope on the questionable possibility of receiving
assistance from the new country's allies, the future must have
seemed cloudy indeed. However, within six months, the last major

engagement of the American Revolution had been fought, nearly one
-1-
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half of the British Army in North America had surrendered, and
American independence was assured.g While the role played by the
French fleet under Admiral.de Grasse has been carefully analyzed
by historians, the part which the British naval forces played in this
decisive defeat is less well known. That Admirals Graves and
de Grasse met in an engagement off the Capes of Virginia on Septem-
ber 5, 1781 is well known, but that Ear[ Cornwallis had at his dis-
posal a very large body of vessels; is generally forgotten. This
shipping had the potential to render the entire siege of Yorktown
ineffectual, though fortunately for the cause of American indepen-

dence, this potential was never realized.

Since the Spring of 1780, the Souvthern Campaign had been
under the command of Earl Cornwallis, and his army had moved
slowly northward from Charleston, South Carolina. Arriving in
Virginia, the British were met by the Marquis de Lafayette, who
had been sent south to harass them. Though the British were consid-
erably stronger, both in men and materiel, Lafayette, by évoiding a
full scale confrontation, remained a thorn in their side. Having pur-
sued Lafayette through most of the Virginia countryside, Cornwallis
withdrew to Portsmouth, Virginia, in July of 1781, and commenced
the embarkation of his troops. At the order of his commanding 6fficer,
Sir Henry Clinton, he was preparing to dispatch the bulk of his army
to reinforce the British position in New York. Clinton, however,

changed his strategy, and ordered Cornwallis to establish himself
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in the Chesapeake Bay area for the winter, preferably at Portsmouth
or Old Point Comfort. He would thus not only maintain an army in
the field, which could easily be strengthened with the arrival of warm
weather, but would also have an ice - free port to which he might
send the British fleet under Admiral Graves. It was soon agreed
that Portsmouth, though fortified, was unsuitable for the defense of a
major fleet. This left Hampton Roads and Old Point Comfort, which
seem to have been Clinton's choice; however, Cornwallis's engineers
soon determined that the width of the harbor precluded the defense of
the fleet from Old Point Comfort. Having reached this conclusion,
Cornwallis decided to transfer his forces to Yorktown and Gloucester,
which presented a narrower and hence more easily defended roadstead,

as well as a moré easily defensible land position.

While this change in plans was taking place, the troops which
had already been embarked remained on board. Lafayette, in his
reports to Washington, was correctly of the opinion that the army
was destined for New York; however, he failed to reckon with the
British change in plans, and thus was taken by surprise when the
fleet did not proceed to New York:

The embarkation which I thought andIstill do think to have been
destined to Newyork was reported to have sailed up the Bay,
and to be bound to Baltimore - in consequence of which I wrote
to Your Excellency.... But instead of continuing his voyage up
the Bay My Lord entered the York River and Landed at York

and Gloucester. To the former vessels were added a number of
flatt bottomed boats. 3

Though somewhat taken aback by this movement, and considerably
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.
impressed by the suddenness and skill with which it was executed,
Lafayette moved into position on the upper peninsula. He was unable
to do anything, and assumed a policy of awaiting further developments.
His analysis of Cornwallis's intentions was excellent, however;

"From the ennemy's preparations I would infer that they are working
for the protection of a fleet and for a defense against another. "4

As Cornwallis commenced the fortification of York and Gloucester,
the French fleets of Adm irals de Grasse and Barras were on their
way to a juncture in the Chesapeake. Further, by the seventeenth
of August, Washington had begun the task of moving both his and

Rochambeau's armies to Virginia.

The removal from Portsmouth to Yorktown was accomplished

in two stages, beginning July 30; the second contingent; consisting
L_,l.ar-gﬂely. of artillery and baggage, having landed in Yorktown, the

Richmond, flagship of the fleet under Cornwallis, departed for New
York on August 25.; This left Cornwallis with 23 transports, 9 vic-
tuallers; miscellaneous small craft, and 7 armed ships, the largest
of which, the Charon, of 44 guns, became the flagship. When Admiral
de Grasse arrived in the Chesapeake, on August 29, 1781, one of his
first actions was to blockade the York River, thereby bottling up this
fairly sizeable force. When he ventured out on September 5 to engage
the British fleet off the Capes of Virginia, de Grasse left behind the
three ships which were performing this blockade duty, both because

of the importance of their task and the haste with which he was forced
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to make sail. Therefore, when the northern army of the Allies under
Washington and Rochambeau arrived, they found Cornwallis contained
on land by Lafayette and the 3000 troops under the Marquis de Saint-
Simon whom de Grasse had brought, and on the water by the blockade

of de Grasse's fleet.

Cornwallis does not seem to have realized immediately the
scope of the enterprise in which he was engaged, for he did not sieze
any opportunities to forestall the developing situation. He was criti-
cized in a contemporary French journal for having taken no action
when the French troops were landed:

September 1st, our troops got in boats and were landed without
the slightest molestation from the forces composing the army
of Lord Cornwallis, although he had a ship of the line, three
frigates, and several smaller vessels. The English general
might have prevented us from doing anything, and even repulsed
us, had he not despised our small army.g
Although the writer overestimates the seapower at Coranwallis's
disposal somewhat, the implication that he did not use it effectively,
before the blockade was es‘tablished, 1is probably valid. Certainly,
however, his ships could operate only at some hazard in the vicinity

of the large French fleet, as is evidenced by the capture of the

Loyalistand the close escape of the Guadeloupe on August 29,

On September 17, Washington and Rochambeau, having arrived
from the North, went on board de Grasse's flagship, the Ville de
Paris, for a conference with the Admiral. Washington was able to
convince de Grasse to remain in the Chesapeake until November 1,

instead of leaving October 15, as originally planned. Moreover, he
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tried to impress upon him the vital nature of the naval blockade,
though this was undoubtediy evident to de Grasse. At this time, it
seemed fairly certain that Cornwallis would be unable to escape from
Yorktown; in writing to de Grasse several days later, Washington

stated:

Give me leave in the first place to repeat to Yr Excellency that
the enterprise against York under the protection of your Ships,

is as certain as any military operation can be rendered by a
decisive superiority of strength and means; that if is in fact
reducible to calculation, and that the surrender of the british
Garrison will be so important in itself and in its consequences,
that it must necessarily go a great way towards terminating the
war, aud securing the invaluable objects of it to the Allies.n

De Grasse agreed to maintain his blockade, and the siege did, indeed,

seem unguestionably destined to succeed.

There was, however, one factor which continued to plague
the Allied command; the shipping which Cornwallis still controlled
in the York River. For several reasons, this was an important
weakness in the Allied attack. First, it left open the possibility
that the British might escape upriver, beyond the siege lines, or

| across the river to Gloucester. Second, it gave them control of the
upper river, making possible a flanking attack behind the lines, and
making Allied communications difficult. Finally, the ships in the
river provided additional, and mobile, firepower. The hazard which
these ships represented was recognized quite early, but the problem

was never satisfactorily resolved.

As early as September 1, Lafayette wrote to Washington:
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Lord Cornwallis has still one way to escape - He may land at
West Point and cross James River some miles below Point of
Fork - but I thought this post was the most important as the
other rout is big with obstacles - However to prevent even a
possibility I would wish some ships were above York. g
Lafayette realized that for Cornwallis to move his entire army
upriver would be a move of desperation, which would entail the loss
of most of his stores and artillery, and would leave him facing a
long hard march to either New York or Charleston. He therefore

put his attentions on guaranteeing that escape by land was impossible.

When Washington visited de Grasse on September 17, he
expressed the need for some sort of protection against the danger
that Cornwallis might make use of his shipping in a retreat. Among
the list of questions which he posed, he inquired:

Will it, in your Excelleny's opinion, be practicable to force
with your Ships, the passage of the York River, so as to get
above the Enemy?

This measure, if effected, will be attended with almost
infinite advantages, not only, as it will secure our Communica-
tion on both sides the River, which otherwise must be very
lengthy and tedious, but will give us the Navigation of the River,
and enable us to draw the supplies of the Country throughout
its whole extent; and will also form the compleat investiture of
the Enemy's Posts. 9

At this time, de Grasse was hesitant about sending ships upriver,
but agreed to reconnoiter the situation before he gave his decision.
Because of the joint nature of the command, Washington was in no
position to order the ships sent, and de Grasse's main concern was
naturally with the preservation of his fleet. At this time, the forcing

of the river would probably have been fairly risky, since there were

shore batteries on both sides of the river, in addition to the shipping
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itself.

On October 1, 1781', Washington again wrote to de Grasse,
stressing at length the need for a naval force to penetrate the river.
There is no question that he was well acquainted with the strength of
the British force by this time, since several accurate intelligence
reports survive. In writing de Grasse, he noted first that the lack
of Allied control had allowed the British to "remain masters of
navigation for 25 miles distance above them, and have by their
armed Vessels intercepted supplies of greatest value on their way to
our Camp." Washington was also concerned that an armed force
might move up the river, possibly even attack Williamsburg and the
magazines there. Additionally, he noted that the Allied lines of
communication between York and Gloucester were over 90 miles
long, making any coordination impossible, while Cornwallis was
able to operate in complete concert with his forces in Gloucester.
Most important, however, '"is that L.d Cornwallis has by the River
York an outlet for his retreat,' by way of West Point. He therefore
urged de Grasse to dispatch several s;ﬁips as soon as possible to
control the river. Finally, he asked somewhat forlornly that if this
should prove impossible, at least the blockading ships might be moved
upriver, in order that they might assume "a more menacing position."
Once again, de Grasse balked at this project, and refused to commit

any ships, largely because of a fear of fire ships. g

The Admiral's fear of fire ships was not ungrounded, since
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on September 22 his blockading ships had been attacked by them.
The British had fitted out the Vulcan , a formal fireship, and four
transports in order that they might attack the Freuch ships. The
four transports, being schooners and sloops, were considered ill
suited for the task, when compared to the larger and stronger
square-rigged Vulcan . They were commanded by three lieutenants
from the naval forces in the harbor and a lieutenant of a loyalist
privateer, while the Vulcan was commanded by her own captain.
According to the report of Lieutenant Jamesjg, who was one of the
lieutenants in command, the mission failed because the inexperienced
privateersman fired his ship too soon, thus exposing the entire
operation. With this advantage, the French were able to avoid the
burning hulks, though the Vulcan came very close to firing both the
Vaillant and the Triton. Both of these ships drifted ashore in the
confusion, but were gotten off the next day with no loss. Though this
attack did ﬁo damage to the French fleet, it easily could have, and
Admiral de Grasse waé not unaware of this fact. He also realized
that if the report of St. George Tucker , a lieutenant- colonel in the
Virginia militia, was correcf:, the British had prepared five more
fire ships and had them chained together in mid-stream, ready for

immediate use, as of October 2. 11

Though we caunot be sure of the exact status of the shipping
in the harbor, it would appear that the impediment they posed to a

French assault of the river wus less actual than imagined. One of

-

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-10-

the Hessian soldiers, Johann Doehla, records in his journal:
August 31 - I was on unloading duty. All the munitions and
provisions were unloaded from the ships riding in the harbor,
the lower tiers of guns from the warships and frigates brought
into the earthworks and all the ships completely emptied. 12
The Charon was the source of most of Cornwallis's heavy artillery,
as her entire gun deck was emptied of 18-pounders. 13 Similarly,
it seems likely that the heavier guns from the other ships, especially
the merchant ships, were also removed. They were not completely
disarmed, however, since the Charon and the Guadeloupe were

moored above the town to give supporting fire to the works there,

and proved to be a major source of irritation to the French iroops.

Though Doehla suggests that the ships were completely
emptied of goods and provisions, this does not seem to have been the
case. In addition to provisions for the army, the ships held consider-
able quantities of private property for protection during the siege.
Several of the merchant ships carried cargoes which had never been
unloaded, since they consisted of raw materials which were of no use
to the army. In addition to the storage and defensive roles which they
played, several of the ships were also used as prison ships.- Ina
letter of September 3, 1781, Governor Thomas Nelsou of Virginia
requested the release of Messrs. Archer and Ryall, residents of
Yorktown, who were being detained as rebels. Writing to Cornwallis,
he concluded , "I am just informed that they are still confined on
Board of one fof Jyour Prison Ships. "14 That this was not a tempor-

ary use of the ships is indicated by the British orders issued for
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September 30, which gpecify s ""76th Regt. to give a Guard of 1
Sergt. 2 Corpl. & 12 Private for the Prison Ships tommorrow
morning af 7 o'clock." ;5 It is very likely that in addition to the
disaffected citizens of Yorktown, Cornwallis still had with him the
prisoners whom he had been holding in Charleston and had moved

to Portsmouth for exchange.

The disposition of the sﬁipping in the harbor is pertinent to

the action which ensued. Writing on October 2, St. George Tucker
recorded:

The British Ships are stretched across the Channel of the

River between York & Gloster point.... I could also discover

that the British had sunk several square rigged Vessels near

the Shore and at ihe distance of one hundred and fifty, ot two

hundred yards from it -~ Whether this was meant as a precaution

against the French landing from their Ships in Case of a general

Assault I can not determine. 16
In addition to the ships which had already been scuttled, there were
a considerable number in position before the town, readv to be
sunken. In a letter of September 17, General Edward Hand wrote to
Jasper Yeates: "He has drawn up his ships to the shore moored them
head and stern, landed their guns, and cut up their sails for tents, and
has given orders to burn or sink them on the first attack. "17
Though Yorktown is located on a bluff, there is a relatively wide beach
area below the town, which was the commercial center. Apparently,
Cornwallis did not feel that the emplacements on the hill were suffi~

cignt defense against an amphibious attack, and decided to supplement

them by sinking a portion of his shipping in front of this beach.
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Though there was some coufusion among Allied forces at first, by
October 6 both Washington and de Grasse had realized that Cornwal-
lis's intention was not to block the channel, an impossible task, but
to defend the shore. It was therefore Washington's contention that
the scuttled shipping should pose no obstacle in an attempted ascent

of the river. ig

A s noted above, the Charon and the Guadeloupe were siationed
above the town, opposite the Fusiliers Redoubt. They apparently
carried sufficient armament to prove an annoyance to the troops of
the Marquis de Saint-Simon, who were constructing works in this
area, The Fusiliers Redoubt was separated about a mile from the
rest of the British defenses, and was the sole work on the Williams-
burg road. It was therefore both vulnerable and important, and the
use of the naval vessels in its defense seems quite justifiable. When
the French troops attempted to take the Redoubt on September 30,
the Guadeloupe, firing grapeshot, was instrumental in repulsing the

attack.

After nearly a month of preparation, the Allied batteries were
finally ready to open fire on October 9. The first to fire was the
French Trench, located opposite the Fusiliers Redoubt and on the
bank of the river. Their first shots were aimed at the Guadeloupe ,
which had proved such a hindrance to them while they were building
their works; she immediately slipped her cable and withdrew down-

river, out of range. The French were not to be outdone, however,
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and they pursued their object purposefully; while the Guadeloupe
was no longer vulnerable, the Charon was still within range.

Baron Von Closen, an aide~de-camp to Rochambeau, reported the

ensuing action:

On the 10th, all our batteries were ready to fire. After
repeated representations from M. de Saint-Simon and

M. de Boisloger (commander of the battery on the short line

of attack on the left), the general sent 2 pieces of 24 there in
place of 2 of 12, so that they could fire red-hot balls oun the
vessels.... Some red-hot balls, hurled by the battery from the
line of attack on the left, set fire, at 9 o'clock in the evening,
to the Charon, a ship of 44, anchored off York, as well as

to 2 transports. The fire was superb to see; all the sky was
reddened by it. Although the navy regretted the loss of the
Charon, M. de Rochambeau preferred greatly, nevertheless, to
Jeprive Cornwallis of every means of escape, for he might
have been tempted to reascend the river. 19

It is evident that the burning of the Charon was as much in retribu-

tion for the damage which she and the Guadeloupe had inflicted on the

attacking forces as it was to eliminafe a real and present danger.
Nevertheless, the Loss of these ships was sufficient cause for the

remainder of the shipping in the harbor to retire to the Gloucester

shore, further out of range.

Though considerably safer on the Gloucester shore, the ships
were by no means out of danger as long as they remained in the
river. The Hessian soldier Doehla records:

October 11 -1 went on ship watch on the water. Today there
was stupendous caunnonading on both sides; during these 24
hours 3, 600 shot were counted from the enemy, which they
fired at the town, our line, and at the ships in the harbour.
These ships were miserably ruined and shot to pieces....

I saw with astonishment today on my watch how the enemy
cannon balls of 24 and more pounds flew over our whole line
and the city into the river, where they often struck through
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1 and 2 ships, and indeed even struck 10-12 times in the water;

yes, some even went clear across the river to Gloucester,

where they even injured some soldiers on the beach.
In spite of the extreme condition of the shipping, Washington contin-
ued to be concerned about the possibility that Cornwallis might escape
either up or across the York River. On October 12 he wrote to
General Weedon, in charge of the Virginia militia besieging Glou~-

ce‘ster, asking for volunteers to man a small French brig, the

Cornwallis, which had been found above York. He also requested

that a search be made for boats of any sort which might be located
above York, and consequently could be pressed into service to con-
tain the British.91 Weedon replied that he would endeavour to supply
the men, and further noted that for the last eight days he had been
trying to have brought down the river " the privateer Cornwallis

and all the vessels from the Cumberland & Franzens Ferry."22

In addition to trying to block an upriver escape, Weedon also delegated
extra troops to guard against the possibAility of a breakthrough on the
Gloucester side.

That this was a genuine danger is evidenced by the occurences
of the evening of October 16. Faced with crumbling fortifications
and little hope of relief from any quarter, Cornwallis determined
to cross to Gloucester Point and flee with his men and small arms,
abandoning post, artillery, sick and wounded, and what remained of
the shipping. This move of degparation is described by Colonel

Banastre Tarleton, a British cavairy officer:
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Much of the small craft had been damaged during the siege; yet
it was computed that three trips would be sufficient to convey
over all the troops that were necessary for the expedition., The
whole of the first division had arrived before midnight, and part
of the second had embarked, when a squall, attended with rain,
scattered the boats, and impeded their return to Gloucester.
About two o'clock in the morning the weatherbegan to moderate,
when orders were brought to the commanding officers of the
corps that had passed to recross the water. As the boats were
all on the York side of the river, in order to bring over the
troops, it required some time to row them to Gloucester, to
carry back the infantry of the first embarkation; but soon after
daybreak they returned under the fire of the enemy's hatteries
to BEarl Cornwallis, at Yorktown. Thus expired the last hope

of the British army. g3

Having lost the gamble for his only possible route of escape, Corn-
wallis determined to surrender, and negotiations were opened on

October 17,1781,

The forcing of the river which Washington had so long desired,
and which would at least have prevented the attempted escape of the
evening of October 16, was finally in process when Cornwallis re-
quested a cessation of hostilities. De Grasse had sent Vaillant

and Experiment upriver, and they anchored below the town while

negotiations proceeded. Certainly, the hopeless coadition of the
land batteries and the naval forces still afloat make this seem more

of a conciliatory gesture than a militarily important action,

When the Articles of Capitulation were drawn up, they included
an article which specifically dealt with the naval forces:

Article XIII - The shipping and boats in the two harbours, with
all their stores, guns, tackling and apparel, shall be delivered
up in their present state to an officer of the navy appointed to
take possession of them, previously unloading the private prop-
perty, part of which had been put on board for security during the

siege. 24
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The shipping in the harbor belonged to two different departments; the
Army had charge of the merchant ships and victuallers, while the
Navy was respousible for the warships. Therefore, it was necessary
that the articles be signed by Earl Cornwallis, in charge of the
land forces, and by Captain Thomas Symonds, on the Charon , as
senior officer present of the Navy. Thus, on the nineteenth of
October, 1781, the shipping in the harbor of Yorktown was handed
over to the Allied naval forces, in reality to the French.
The battered condition of the shipping at the close of the battle
was reported by St. George Tucker:
Thursday 18th-... On the Beach of York directly under the Eye
hundreds of busy people might be seen moving to & from - At a
small distance from the Shore were seen ships sunk down to the
Waters Edge - further out in the Channel the Masts, Yards &
even the top gallant Masts of some might be seen, without any
vestige of the hulls. On the opposite of the river the remainder
of the shipping drawn off as to a place of security. Even here the
Guadeloupe sunk to the Waters Edge shew'd how vain the hope of
such a place.... A painter need not to have wish'd for a more
compleat subject to imploy his pencil without any experience of
Genius. g5
When Captain Symonds seunt his official report to Admiral Graves, of
the five naval vessels still in the harbor, only one was still afloat,
the remainder having been burned or scuttled; of the thirty-two trans-
ports and victuallers, only two were reported as still afloat.26

What de Grasse had declined to do with his ships, Washington had

achieved with his artillery.

The significance of this fleet under the command of Earl

Cornwallis was less actual than potential. The shipping which he
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maintained in the river was the one Loophole in an otherwise foolproof
siege. It was a factor over which Washington had no control. In
spite of his efforts, the shipping continued to play a major role in the
battle until the day of the surrender. Had Earl Cornwallis made more
effective use of the naval forces which he ﬁao" at his command, rather
than waiting for relief from New York, and had he not encountered
bad weather on the night of the sixteenth of October, the outcome of

the battle might have been very different.
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CHAPTER II
THE BATTLE OF YORKTOWN:
DENOUEMENT
Immediately after the surrender ceremony, Washington

dispatched his aide-de-camp, Colonel Tench Tilghman, to report the
news of the fall of Yorktown to the Continental Congress. Though
the news had already been received through the Governor of Mary-
land, Congress was pleased to have a first hand account of the action
and more particularly, of the captured materiel, including the ship-
ping. Unfortunately, Tilghman had left in great haste, and his report
was rather sketchy; the members of the committee appcinted to in-
terrogate him decided that the information which he gave was not
sufficiently reliable to warrant publication. They did, however,
make a record of his statements relative to the shipping which had
been captured:

That the number of seamen was not ascertained at the time of

his departure, but is probably small - that the vessels amount

to about 100 Sail, fifty of which may be called transports: that

among the shipping, are the Guadaloupe , a frigate of 28 guns,

and Bonetta Sloop of War, with two or three other armed ves-

sels? that most of them are sunk, but can be easily raised. 1
Though his report was substantially correct, it reflected the con-

fusion and lack of accurate information which was current in the

American camp regarding the shipping.
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This confusion resulted in largé measure from the fact that
although the Americans had possession of Yorktown, it was the
French, on their ships in the Chesapeake Bay, who were responsible
for the shipping in the harbor. The man in whose lap the job of
taking account of the captured British ships finally fell was Captain
Guillaume-Jacques-Constant L.iberge de Granchain de Semerville, of
the French Navy. De Graunchain had been sent ashore by Admiral
de Grasse to reconnoiter the possibility of an ascent of the York
Rivér by the French ships. He and another Captain reported to
Washington on October 8, 1781, and by the eleventh had concluded
that there were no major obstacles to prevent a French assault of the
river. While the other Captain was seat back to de Grasse with this
report, de Granchain remained attached to Washington's headquarters
as a liason officer.,2 He represented the French interests in the
bargaining sessions at which the Articles of Capitulation were drawn
up, and was then apparently siezed upon by the Afnericans as the
only available member of the French Navy. As such, he was dele-
gated the responsibility for taking command of the shipping which
had suddenly become the property of His Most Christian Majesty,

the King of France.

On October20, de Granchain went on board the Experiment,
one of the two French ships which had finally been sent to force the
river. He addressed a communique to her captain, Monsieur de

Martelli Chautard, which stated in part:
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I have been on board your ship, monsieur, in order to have the
honor of seeing you and of taking your orders relative to the
manning of the several ships anchored before York. I am only
responsible for this taking of possession as the supposition
was that there were no ships of the king in the harbor to carry
it out; and I will have the honor to account to you tomorrow in
person or by writing of the steps which I have taken for this
object, and to ask you to continue this operation, as you are thore
capable than myself, and as moreover holding me here much
longer than originally thought is the reembarkation of the
garrisoas of the vessels, which should take place tomorrow
morning. 5
The garrisons referred to were the troops from the West Indies,
under the Marguis de Saint- Simon, who were to reembark on
board the French fleet. The letter continued tb outline the steps
which would be necessary for getting these troops loaded oun trans-
ports, and to discuss the shipping which was available, a part of
which counsisted of the recently siezed prizes. “There are further
on the Gloucester shore towards the south of the town a rather large
number of small boats and schooners which have all their sails

furled on their yards, which could serve for the same operation.''y

It would appear that the principal concern of M. de Granchain
was not with the inventory of the shipping in the harbor, for which he
felt little responsibility, but with the embarkation of the West Indian
troops. He therefore wrote to Captain Martelli Chautard again on
the twenty-first of October, explaining hig inability to continue in
the position of prize agent for the captured shipping, and requesting
that the job be assumed by Martelli. He had not been entirely idle,
however, as he had managed to gather considerable information

about the ships:
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The notes which I have made on the state of the different ships
which I have thought might be of some use to you, I have the
honor of addressing to you, along with a copy of the reports
which have been sent in by Captain Symonds of the Charon and
by the agent of the transports. The latter has promised to
give me a report of those transports which have been sunk by
boring and which not, and consequently could be raised easily.
You would do well not to sell anything of these. The frigate
Guadeloupe is in this case and it is vital, I believe, to watch
attentively to see that nothing is removed from the rigging and
1 think it would be proper to further establish the same policy
for all the other ships. Without that all the prizes will become
of no value as one will find that there is no sale in this country
for ships stripped of their rigging, of their boats, etc.5

While the principal consideration of the French with respect
to the newly acquired prizes seems to have been the maintenance of
their salability, there was also some concern that all possible use
be made of them to expedite the operations currently in progress.
In addition to using the shipping, particularly the small craft, to
carry the troops of M. de Saint-Simon, they intended to use several
of the ships to house the British sailors, whom the French had
inherited as prisoners of war:

It is indispensable, I believe, to make a coliection without
delay of the English naval prisoners and to deposit them on
board of several ships; the Tartar, Andrews and the Bellona
appear most appropriate to me. I have foreseen that you
could be caught short for their feeding and I have spoken to the
intendant of the land forces whom I have ordered to send you
every other day at the beach of York, in fresh three pound
loaves, the quantity of bread which you may need. For this
object, he reasonably asks that you inform him one day in
advance, and that your clerk or another person appointed for
the task give receipts. As for the meat, you could address
yourself to Messrs. Wadsworth and Carter, suppliers for the
land forces at Williamsburg who will deliver to you the number
of barrels of rations for which you ask. I do not believe that it
is the intention of the General to provide them with drink.6

The ships mentioned were transports in the British fleet, and may
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have served as prisou ships during the battle. In any event, they
had to accomodate 840 naval prisoners, exclusive of the crews of
the privately owned vessels in the harbor. 7 This is an indication
of the relatively crowded conditions which prevailed throughout the
Revolution in prison ships of both sides, though the French tended

to be more humane than either the British or the Americans.

In consideration of the large group of ships which had just
been acquired, it is surprising that there was a shortage of vessels
immediately following the battle. This apparently resuited from the
fact that many of them, while in condition to be easily salvaged, were
not readily useable as they stood. This was particularly true of the
transports, the large majority of which seem to have been scuttled,
and required raising. As had been pointed out, however, de Gran-
chain did discover a large number of small boats and schooners,

- which were apparently ready for use. The principal shortage seems
to have been in the areas of large transports and small craft. In
giving instructions for the reembarkation of the troops under the
Marquis de Saint-Simon, which had still not taken place on October
22 wher he again wrote to Captain Martelli Chautard, de Granchain
stated:

He desires that all this be done with the greatest haste and
without any assistance from the shallops of the army, which are
obliged to be employed at other things for supplying it. I am
going to ask of General Washington a quantity of flat boats
loaded on wagons actually before his quarter. I will conduct
these same to York and you would do well to give your orders

that they are to be moored and held in reserve for the time
when they may be useful. 8
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On the same date, the Quarter Master General of the American
forces, Timothy Pickering, wrote a letter to the American Adjutant
General, Edward Hand, and requested men to man small craft:
To give proper dispatch in trausporting persons and stores
from Gloucester to York and have proper care taken of the
boats, I find that about fifty watermen will be very necessary.
If Officers experienced in that way were selected to Command
them it would be best. 9
Obviously, the Freunch were not the only ones who stood in need of
water transport; the business of breaking down the encampment on
both sides of the river led to coansiderable traffic. So much so,
in fact, that by October 28, Washington was forced to request the
1"

return of the flat boats which de Granchain had asked for, 'as

there were no more than a half dozen in the Port." It may be that

10
de Granchain had, in fact, simply held these boats in reserve, and
Washington felt that they could be put to better use; more likely,
however, the loading of the troops under the Marquis de Saint-Simon

had been completed, and the French had no further need for the

boats.

They were still lacking large sized transports, however,
especially for the force which was to be left behind at Yorktown
“‘when the fleet departed. In addition to the army of the Count de
Rochambean, which was to winter at Williamsburg and Yorktown,
the Count de Grasse was leaving four ships. These were to be
responsible for the salvage and sale of the prizes, and further for

the support and protection of the Army. As Rochambeau was
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dispatching some of the newly acquired English cannon to places of

safety, he had immediate need of transport vessels, and requested

these of the Count de Grasse, who replied, on October 24, 1781:
The vessels which I plan to leave you are the Romulus, the
Hermione, the Diligente, and the Resolue. As to the transports
which you requested of me, if they are not to be found in the
York River, I do not see any means for you to procure them;
but you could conceivably disarm for a while one of your
frigates, and you yourself will find ... that the frigate
Diligente will be, I believe, the most suitable for this operation;
you will find by this means, at least, the accomplishment of
your object. 1

This naval force which remained after the main fleet had left was

under the command of M. de Villebrune, captain of the Romulus ;

it was to him that responsibility for the salvage of the sunken

vessels was delegated.

While the French and the Americans had been dividing the
spoils and breaking camp, Lord Cornwallis had not been altogether
idle. His first concern was to send dispatches reporting the unfor-
tunate outcome of the battle to his superior, Sir Henry Clinton, in
New York. He wrote a lengthy letter to Clinton, dated October 20,
detailing the events of the battle and attempting to exonerate himself
of any guilt, Having labored long and hard in the composition of
this letter, he found that it was even more difficult to get it dispatched.
According to the terms of the Capitulation, the British sloop Bonetta
was to be at his disposal for this service:

ArticLeIVIII - The Bohetta sloop of war to be equipped and
navigated by its present Captain and crew, and left entirely at

the disposal of Lord Cornwallis from the hour that the capitula-
tion is signed, to receive an Aid de Camp to carry dispatches
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to Sir Henry Clinton; and such soldiers as he may think proper
to send to New York, to be permitted to sail without examina-
tion. When his dispatches are ready, his Lordship engages on .
his part that the ship shall be delivered to the order of the
Count de Grasse, if she escapes the dangers of the sea. That
she shall not carry off any public stores, Any part of the crew
that may be deficient on her return and the soldiers passengers
to be accounted for on her delivery. 19

This was a real point of irritation to the Americans, in particular,
since it was certain that most of the Tories then in Yorktown would
be able to escape the vengeance of the conquering forces. In any
event, the article stood as written, and the Bonetta , the only major
British naval vessel still afloat, was designated to carry the dis-~
patches. However, she was not to get off without some difficulty,
most of it the result of intentional delay, as is indicated by de Gran-
chain's letter of October 21:
Lord Cornwallis when I saw him yesterday, monsieur, asked
me urgently that someone should provide water for the small
ship designated to carry his dispatches to New York. Since
they could not succeed in making their sailors work at present
as they are prisoners, he offers to pay French sailors for this
service and I believe that he should not be refused. I forgot to
speak of it yesterday with M. Duprés and have just received a
note on the subject which I forward to you. I beg you to be
willing to answer favorably from feelings of respect for milord
Cornwallis. I know that one would reasonably like to delay the
departure of his communications; this could not be done, however,
without dishonestly making the hindrance of the water last too long.
M. Count de Grasse will find sufficient pretexts for holding it,
if he decides when it is ready to leave that there are disadvan-
tages to its leaving the bay. 13
There were obvious advantages in delaying the communication between
the defeated forces and the British Commander in Chief, and these

were not overlooked by the Allies. On the other hand, as gentlemen

they were bound not to hinder the ship's departure, though they did
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not extend themselves to hasten it. Apparently, the wonders of the
bureaucracy did their work, for it was not until October 23, 1781
that Colonel Butler, a Pennsylvanian, reported that "the sloop of
war Bonetta fell down the river, with her iniquitous cargo of
deserters, stolen negroes, and public stores that the British
officers had secreted. "14 Whether the ship did, in fact, carry off
this plunder is open to del:ate, though there was no doubt in the
minds of most Americansg. A prisoner of war in New York, Chris-
topher Vail, reported the arrival of the Bonetta some days later:

I was there when Cornwallis surrendered at Little York., We
heard the firing of cannon from the Jerseys for rejoicing and
whenever our people fired the British would fire from their
batteries so as to confuse that people should not be informed
of Cornwallis capture but it soon came out and in a few days
afier this a cartel arrived from N London and I was exchanged
I was on board this Cartel when the Bonetta Sloop of war arrived
in New York from Little York. the ship was suffered to depart
from Lord Cornwallis without searching and was full of Tories
and treasure that was plundered by their army. 15
Having unloaded her cargo, the Bonetta did return to Yorktown, and
became the property of the French Navy. As the fleet of Admiral
de Grasse had since left, she was temporarily attached to the four
ships remaining there. Her real duty was that of dispatch craft,
however, and she was sent to the Antilles with messages for the
Admiral. She was not destined to remain French for long, as she
was recaptured by the British frigate Amphion , either on this voyage
or one immediately subsequent. Her capture was reported on Janu-

ary 16, 1782, and she apparently was carrying convalescents at the

time. 16 '
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Though he could not have known it at the time, Lord Corn-
wallis might have saved himself the trouble of rushing his dispatches
to Clinton in New York, for he was not there. In fact, when the
Bonetta left on October 23, Sir Henry was on his way to the Chesa-
peake with the British fleet, intending to relieve Cornwallis at last.
Arriving off the Capes of Virginia on October 24, Clinton was met
by several men in a small boat which had escaped from the British
camp before the surrender. One of them was James Robinson, a
black pilot from the Charon, and the story that he told cast the fleet
into despair. Though none of them had been present for the actual
capituiation, there was no questi;)n in their minds what the silent
guns signified; their report was later confirmed by other Loyalists
who came out to the British fleet. Admiral Graves sailed about off
the Capes for several days, and on October 27 and 28 several ships
were sent in to reconnoiter the French fleet, which was calculated
to be about forty-five strong. All of these factofs were sufficient
to conv.ince Graves that all hope was lost, and he dispatched the
sloop Rattlesnake to England with the news. Unwiliing to face the
French fleet in their overwhelming strength, and unwilling to try to
force an entrance into the Bay, the fleet turned hémeward on October
29, returning to New York the troops which might have turned the

tables. 17

Though he had finally managed to send off his dispatches,

Lord Coruwallis's work was by no means done. He was loath to sit
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in Virginia while the lengthening shadow of defeat darkened his image
at Headquax;ters ; it was certainly in his interest to get to New York
as quickly as possible. He had foreseen this problem, and Article
VI of the Articles of Capitulation granted parole to Cornwallis and
his officers, and contracted to provide them with transportation to
New York. Thus, on October 23, 1781, Washington wrote to de
Grasse, stating:

Lord Cornwallis claims with great earnestness the accomplish-

ment of the Article of the Capitulation which engages to provide
Transports for conveying the General and Staff Officers to New

York.
Mr. De Grandchain was of opinion that your Excellency would

probably destine to this service two of the Vessels surrendered to
the Marine but that there would be a difficulty in manning them.,g
He then continued to propose that the manning problem be resolved
by allowing British prisoners to act as crews, with the proviso that
they be exchanged for an equal number of French or American
prisoners when they arrived in New York. A further problem
arose regarding provisions for the flag vessels which were to carry
the officers; apparently the British were unable to supply their
own, since all of the supplies of the garrison had been taken over as
spoils of war by the Americans. Therefore, Washington agreed to
supply the ships with salt provisions and biscuit, provided that Lord

Cornwallis would return a like amount, of the same guality, to the

American forces at Kings Ferry or West Point, upon his arrival. 1g

The ships were finally permitted to depart on November 5,

1781, as the Americans were leaving Yorktown and the fleet of
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Admiral de Grasse was making sail for the West Indies. The pass-
port which was issued to the ships by General Washington gives the

details of their voyage:

His Excellency General Washington, Commander in Chief of
the Allied Army

To All Commanders of Ships of War and private armed
Vessels belonging to the United States and their Allies cruizing
the High Seas--

These are to Certify that the Ship Cochran of 247 Tons Burthen,
Captain Bolton, Commander - Navigated by forty six British '
Seamen, Prisoners to his Most Christian Majesty, transporting
The Right Honble Earl Cornwallis, with Twenty Six other officers,
& forty two Brifish Soldiers, Prisoners of War to the United
States of America, under a Flag of Truce - Hath Permission to
pass from Yorktown in Virginia to New York and Return with an
equal Number of healthy French or American Seamen in Exchange
for the present crew -- That the wages of War relative to Flaggs
being observed on the part of the said Vessel she will pass &
repass without interruption as afore mentioned.

Given at Head Quarters near
York town this 4th Day of
November, 1781

N.B, Passports granted to two other Vessels as follows Viz.
Lord Mulgrave - 320 Tons, Audrew Easterly, Master

50 Seamen, Carrying 103 Officers, 125 Soldiers, Servants
Ship Andrew - 250 Tons, Francis Todnge, Master

44 Seamen, Carrying 101 Officers, 118 Soldiers, Servants
Sloop Delight - 40 Tonns, John Kerr, Master, 3 American Sea-

men, Carrying 5 British Commissioners, one Prisoner,

13 Merchants, To New York & Rhode Island
Sloop Molly~- 40 Tonns, Samuel Hicks, Master, 5 Seamen,

Carrying 3 officers, 13 merchants, Tc New York & Rhode

Island. 20

The vessels arrived safely, and the British proved themselves better
than their word. When'it was discovered that thirty-eight men had
stowed away on board the Cochran , the Count de Rochambeau was
notified of the fact and a like number of Allied prisoners were released.

Thus, it was with considerable dignity, if not honor, that the British
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Lleft Yorktown.

On November 5, 1781, the last of Washington's troops and the
French fleet under de Grasse left Yorktown, each going their sepa-
rate ways, one to winter quarters, the other to the West Indies.

But they left behind the Count de Rochambeau, his army, and his
supporting fleet. The Count de Grasse seems to have had a change
of heart, or discovered that he had some excess transports, for on
October 29, 1781, he wrote to Rochambeau;:
The arrival of the Romulus in the River should prove to you, my
dear General, that I am occupied entirely with you and your
operations. I am going to send back the Diligente, if she is not
there already, as well as all those vessels which are useless
to us, among which number you should find several well suited

for the transport of your artillery, which safe after their
mission, should be sold to the profit of the equipage of the

army. o,
In the five days since his dispatch of October 24, the Admiral had
revised his position and agreed to provide transports for Rochambeau.
Apparently, a.s’,gfficiently complete inspection of the shipping that
remained in the York River had been made to indicate that few, if
any, of the ships were in condition to be commissioned immediately.
In the face of this obvious need for transports, de Grasse must have
relented and agreed to provide the vessels, particularly since he had
several surplus vessels. The French had captured eleven vessels
in the procéss of entering the Chesapeake, and some of these were
not required for the fleet's activities. It would appear that it was
these ships which were sent to Villebrune to be used in the trans-

portation of the Army's artillery.
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This is confirmed by the fact that at least three of the
vessels which had been captured prior to the battle were sold to the
State of Virginia, by Villebrune. A letter dated November 17, 1781,
from the Virginia agent, refers to this transaction:

Captain Villebrun of the Romulus, who was left here by the
Count de Grasse to transact the business of the navy, has
given me all the trouble that was in his power. the ShipsI
purchased for the State, were kept down at the Fleet, untill they
plundered them of a vast quantity of valuable stores, in short

I have had more trouble with this transaction than I have ever
had in my life -- I have got the ships in possession, in order to
carry up the remains of the Continental Army, at General
Washington's earnest request -- The ships were kept from me
so long that there were neither sailors, officers or materials
to be procured. Expecting that we should be able to pick up
some British Tars, with whom there w'd be no danger, whilst
the soldiers were on board I wrote to Colo. Dabney to furnish
two officers & 40 men for the safety of the ships on their
return. 929

Although he seems to have bested the Virginians in this transaction,

Villebrune's good fortune was not to continue.

On January 30, 1782, he filed an official statement with his
superiors in France and gave a detailed report on the progress of
his activities. Though he could report that the navigation of the
Bay and the rivers was secure, that the supplies for the army were
assured, and the military stores had been removed to their various
destinations,with respect to the sale of the captured vessels the
picture was not so bright:

I have sold as many of the vessels as had solid purchasers, the
boats and sloops which are of use in the navigation of the rivers
have been preferred and sold. The large vessels, on the other
hand, have had little demand and it is feared that they will not

be sold before the departure of our forces, which in protecting

their navigation gives them a value which they would not other-
wise have, as the enemy vessels are superior. 93
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In addition to the difficulty of selling large vessels in a war stricken
area, Villebrune also encountered problems in raising those ships
which were sunken in the York River:

I have raised very few of the vessels; the apparatus necessary
for these operations, which are always difficult in ports, has
not been given to me, and if I had it at my disposal, the harsh-~
ness of the season and the crew of the Romulus being reduced

to two hundred thirty men dispersed since my arrival at

York on the vessels destined for the different expeditions for
war supplies and provisions for the army, have been insufficient;
my first attentions will be given to the Guadeloupe, as soon as
good weather permits. If, Monseigneur, you could send to York
the necessary apparatus for this. operation, I do not doubt that

it will be possible to raise her. 24

Though the picture which Villebrune presented to his superiors

in France was not an optimistic one, there may have been an ulter-

ior motive behind his actions. A letter written to him by Rochambeau

on January 24, 1782, six days before his report was filed, states

in part:
I approve infinitely the letter of the 20th which you have done
me the honor of writing, and I believe that it is reasonable to
wait to sell all of the transports, until we determine whether
our operations in the spring will not require them in order to
have enough for our movements, the moreso you have strongly
pointed out, as one third of these prizes belongs to the King,
who could at the end of the Campaign, make good use of the
vessels for his service, and it is necessary to count on the
Americans for no help, after the devastation that the English
have done to all their shipping. o

Once having raised the vessels at Yorktown, Rochambeau and Ville-

brune were understandably reluctant to sell them and send one third

of the prize money to the King, while they might still make use of

them for their operations. To reduce their transport force by one

third for no good reason would have been reckless and unnecessary.
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In addition to the vessels in the harbor, the French had
taken possession of the British crews of those vessels when Corn-
wallis surrendered. They were naturally anxious to exchange these
nearly 800 prisoners, both to get their own men back and to stop
feeding the British. Therefore, it was a matter of some importance
that Villebrune could report in his letter of January 30, 1782, that:

The English prisoners have been sent to Europe on the three
flags, the Two Brothers, the Bellona, and the Aurora; the
first two were prizes taken at York. I have entrusted the
command of them to Messrs. Symonds and Robinson, Captains
of the vessels of the English King, formerly commanding the
Charon and the Guadeloupe; they are charged to send these
vessels on to the port of Brest after their arrival in Europe,
with the same number of French as the English prisoners they
have received from me. The Captain of the Aurora had the
same destination, with orders to return to Havre de Grace,
after having deposited his prisoners in England and taken

the same number of French in exchange, and to restore his
vessel to her owner in order to free the King of the considerable
cost of the charter to which His Majesty has been obligated. 26

Though this exchange represented the large majority of the prisoners
which were held by the French, there were some invalids who were
not sufficiently healed to undertake the ocean voyage at this time.
They were finally returned to England on board the chartered

vessel St. Marc de Riste on May 4, 1'782.27

At the time of the capitulatioa, the transition from British to
American to French control does not seem to have taken place with-
out some dissension, subterfuge and plundering on the part of all
parties concerned, due in iarge measure to the unregulated situation
which prevailed. Goods which belongad to private owners were to

be returned to them, naval supplies stored on the ships were to
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become the property of the French, and war supplies in Yorktown
proper were to go to the Americans. There was coasiderable
shuffling after the surrender, as private goods, and presumably
others as well, were removed from the ships and taken ashore.
Certain of the cases resulted in disputes which were referred to
higher authority, as in the instance of a cargo of coffee and cocoa,
claimed by both the French and the Americans. Rochambeau fin-
ally ordered that the material be turned over to the Americans, and
the French were the losers,. 28 It would appear that this was the

rule rather than the exception, and the condition of the vessels in

the harbor suffered as a result.

Villebrune found that this devastation of the captured vessels
proved to be a considerable hindrance to his operations; rather
than providing the supplies which he desparately needed, each sal-
vaged vessel proved to be a further drain on his resources. In
another letter of January 30, 1782, he complained of the shortage of
uniforms, equipment and officers which he was suffering, and
continued:

The prizes taken in York having been plundered before my
arrival, they do not offer the means to repair our vessels, in
particular those which are to be put up for sale, and could not
now withstand a strong breeze. Though one might find the
‘necessary objects to fit them out, I believe that it will be infin-
itely more advantageous to send the rigging and apparatus to
York, which will be less costly and will give the means after
having furnished our naval forces for their return to absorb
into our columns those vessels of which the hulls and spars
are excellent, but which one could not haul to another area
because they are disab[ed.29 '
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He received no relief during the remainder of the winter, and in a
letter of April 5, 1782, Villebrune again complained:

The vessels have no less needs than the men; we are lacking
especially sail cloth, cordage, blocks, Brittany cloth for tents,
parchment, oil, and the major part of all the objects necessary
for the armament of ships of war and transports. gg

A month later, the fleet was still unrelieved, and the situation was
becoming desparate. His crews nearly naked, and his own vessels
no longer in condition to put to sea, Villebrune attempted to carry
on the salvage project:
I have been actually occupied with the raising of the frigate
Guadeloupe. I do not despair of success, but I have few means.
The crew of the Romulus is reduced to 230 men, and it is
dispersed among the many transport vessels. As the victuallers
of the army and the Romulus are making considerable water,
a part of the crew is coatinually occupied at the pumps;
if I did not have a post to guard I would not hesitate to careen
her.
31
Appended to this report, which was dispatched with the British

prisoners on board the St. Marc de Riste on May 4, 1782, was sent a

list of the vessels which were then afloat in the harbor at Yorktown.
Apparently, Villebrune was trying to generate some interest in his
project on the home front, in an effort to get supplies. 32 Inan
account filed at the end of May, there is an euntry for nearly 15,000
francs, spent for the purchase of "blocks, tackle and lines necessary
to raise the English frigate Guadeloupe.' g3 Villebrune had apparently
Located a source of equipment in the area, and was coutinuing in his
efforts to raise the most important prize of all the vessels in the

harbor.
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The persistence with which Villebrune pursued his objectives
was finally rewarded when, on July 1, 1782, a fleet under the com-
mand of Le Sieur de ia Touche was sent to reenforce the small fleet
at Yorktown. Although no report of the composition of this fleet
has been located, it is apparent from the instructions issued to
la Touche that he was to take over command of the forces in the
Chesapeake, supplement them with his vessels, and thereby free
Villebrune and his leaking ships to return to France for repairs.
One of the primary missions of the relief fleet was the raising of

the Guadeloupe, and it must be presumed that la Touche was better

equipped than had been Villebrune. 34

However, this fleet could not have arrived by July 1, 1782,
when the French Army began its withdrawal from Yorktown and
Williamsburg, and commenced to move northward. In addition to
the bulk of the Army which marched by land, some of the forces were
carried by sea to Baltimore, where they joined the main part of the |
Army. A journal of one of the men in this main contingent reported
before the troops marched out of Baltimore on August 25, 1782,
that ""shortly before our departure the detachment we had left in
Yorktown arrived by sea in the Romulus and the Guadeloupe. "35
Obviously, the Guadeloupe had been raised without the help of the
relief fleet; neither she nor the Romulus seem to have gotten the

refit which they both so badly needed. They were detained in

Baltimore for some time, and Rochambeau wrote to Villebrune on
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October 13, 1782:
As for your personal destination with the Romulus, I do not
believe that it is yet settled, and I believe that you should
hold yourself in readiness to put to sea with the Guadeloupe
in six weeks, if the circumstances warrant. 3¢
Without doubt, the Guadeloupe was the most difficult and most
valuable of those vessels which were worth salvaging in the York
River, and with her recovery, and the departure of the army, we

must presume that formal salvage operations by the French forces

drew to a close.

Though the British, American and French forces had all
withdrawn from Yorktown, and left the village in peace, it was a
spectral quiet which hung over the area. Though many of the works
had been leveled and most of the craters filled, the devastated
buildings and pockmarked countryside stood as mute testimony of
the struggle which had taken place there. Though the French had
raised many, if not most, of the sunken vessels in the York River,
they undoubtedly left behind a harbor which was cluttered with
wreckage, a harbor which would not again see the bustle of commer-
cial activity for many vears to come. Though American independence
was achieved, Yorktown was never to recover from the struggle

which had been waged on her soil and on her waters.
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CHAPTER III
SALVAGE EFFORTS

Though it is impossible to determine exactly how successful
the French were in their attempts to raise the shipping in the York
- River during 1782, it is safe to say that they did not reco.ver every-
thing. The river bottom remained littered with cannon balls,
armament, parts of ships, and possibly several intact hulls. This
accumulation of materiel must have led to considerable amateur
saivage during the dark of the moon in the eighteenth century, as it
continues to do today. Apart from this souvenir hunting, however,
there have been several more or less concerted efforts at recovery

of some portion of the sunken artifacts.

The first evideunce of these appears in 1852, in the form of a
petition submitted to the Virginia General Assembly by one Thomas
Ash, of Gloucester Point, Virginia. The Ashe family was relatively
well known in the Glouceéter area, and their descendants continue
to live there today; William Henry Ashe was granted the Yorktown-
Gloucester Ferry franchise in 1865, and the family operated the
ferry as late as 1936. 1 It may be presumed that the petitioner,
Thomas Ash, was a waterman as well, probably engaged in the

tonging of oysters. In any event, he believed that he knew the
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location where "an English Frigate of large class was sunk in York
River" during the Revolution. "It is supposed that she burnt to the
waters edge and then went down in fifteen or twenty feet water, with
all her guns and apparel, where the wreck now lies." Ash was con-
vinced that he knew '‘the exact point of her location, as he has on
several occasions fished up from it some small articles of value."
His application consisted of a request for the exclusive right of
salvage from this wreck, for which project he proposed to acquire
a diving bell. Because of the counsiderable expense involved in such

a project, he wanted to be sure that there would be no competition. g

The principal weakness of Ash's petition was that he made no
mention of a division of the spoils with the state; his appeal was like
so many treasure hunting schemes, wherein the owner of the prop-
erty is by~-passed entirely. The surprise, then, is that the General
Assembly acted favorably on the petition. On May 1, 1852, the
General Assembly passed an act authorizing Thomas Ash ""to search
for and recover, by diving bells or any other means, the guns and
equipments, coin or other articles of value, which may have belonged
to or have been contained within an English frigate or vessel, which
was sunk in the York River." The state granted Ash the exclusive
right of search and recovery, and relinquished any claim which it
might have in the property for a period of ten years. The fact that
Ash's petition is dated July 6, 1852, after the act was passed, but

dated as received on February 10, 1852, before the date of passage,
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may be some indication of his political connections at the capitol. 3
Unfortunately, it is not known whether Mr. Ash was successful in
his search for what were apparently the remains of the Charon;
however, once he discovered that the guns were not the brass ones
which he expected to find, it must be presumed that hé would have
given up the operation. It is of some importance to note that even
at this early date, the state was regarded as the residual owner of

the wreckage in the river.

Interest in the recovery of artifacts did not wane with the
passage of time, With the coming of the Yorktown Centenniél in
1881, and the interest which it generated, there appears to have been
some work done in the river. The evidence for this rests on the
display of artifacts which were said to have been recovered at that
time; the Museum of the Sons of the Revolution, in New York, was
said to have several coins and a block of wood on display during the
1930's, labeled as having come from the Charon , "when she was
raised in 1881, "4 Further, Francis Bannerman Souns, dealers in
antique weapons, offered for sale for many years an iron cannon
which was said to have come from the river in 1881. It stood at
the entrance to their display room in the New York City area, until
approximately 1970, when it was sold to an individual who proposed

to donate it to 2 museum. 5

The existence of the material in the York River was not

forgotten, largely because oystermen were continually tonging up
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artifacts of one sort or another. With the Yorktown Sesquicentennial,
in 1931, the National Park Service took over the management of the
battlefield area, and as a part of their research and restoration
program, they decided to investigate the potential of the artifacts
oun the river bottom. On May 15, 1934, James W. Head, Jr., the
Assistant Engineer at Colonial National Monument (as the Yorktown-
Jamestown complex was known at the time), wrote to the Superinten-
dent of the Monument, B. Floyd Flickinger. In his letter he stated
that "fishermen, clam dredgers, etc., have come into contact with
what appear to be the remains of old ships on the bottom of the York
River opposite the foot of Ballard Street. Some of the fishermen
have reported bringing guns, blocking, etc., to the surface of the
water. "6 He then continued to state that this seemed to be an ideal
opportunity to acquire artifacts for the museum at Yorktown, and
suggested that salvage of the material should be considered. Evi-
dently the project proved to be of interest to Superintendent Flick-
inger, since members of the engineering staff did some exploratory
dragging towards the end of the summer of 1934. Their technique

.was relatively simple, towing grappling hooks behind a small boat
until obstructions were encountered. In the course of this investi-
gation, several sites were plotted and "a few pieces of ancient

appearing wood "' were recovered. 7

Apparently satisfied that the project in which they were en-

gaged was of considerable merit, Superintendent F'lickinger decided
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to ask for expert assistance. Mr. Homer L. Ferguson was at that
time President of both the Newport News Shipbuilding and Drydock
Company and the Mariners Museum. He was contacted by the Sup-
erintendent and evinced immediate interest in the project. He agreed
to provide the major equipment necessary for the project, along with
a diver from the Shipbuilding Company, while the National Park Ser-
vice would provide the small craft and Civil Conservation Corps
labor. On October 8, 1934, a tug and diver were sent to Yorktown
to begin the investigation; although the results of the first day's
diving were discouraging, the work continued and one or more
wrecks were soon located. Apparently, the salvagers had hoped to
be able to duplicate the feat recently performed on Lake Champlain,

where the gondola Philadelphia was raised intact. They soon discov-

ered, however, that the condition of the ships which they had found
would not permit such a massive undertaking. They did locate a
very large cache of artifacts, however, and it was decided to con~-
tinue with the project. On October 15, 1934, the Shipbuilding Com-
pany sent a barge, 77 feet long and 22 feet wide, to take the place of
the tug. The barge was eguipped with "a boiler, a reciprocating

fire pump, a winch and derrick and clam shell bucket, diving appara-
tus, and necessary anchors, small tools, etc."8 She was, in short,
completely equipped for the somewhat heavy-handed salvage tech-

niques which were the only known method of operation at the time.

She was moored directly over the obstructions which had
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been located at the foot of Ballard Street, Yorkiown, 250 feet off-
shore in about 50 feet of water. The wrecks were located in the
deep water beyond the drop-off, lying perpendicular to the beach
on the shelving bank which drops to a depth of nearly 90 feet. There
were apparently two wrecks found close together in this area, both
of about sixty to eighty feet in length.g The decision was made to
clean the artifacts out of the wrecks one at a time, which is fortunate
for later researchers, since it is possible to tie some of the now
very miscellaneous artifacts together as having come from one vessel.
Since the hulks were almost completely buried in the mud, the diver
used a high pressure hose to clear the artifacts, and either the clam
shell bucket or some sort of dredge may have been employed from
time to time as well. The result was naturally zero visibility and
total displacement of the artifacts. Unde.r these circumstances,
there seems to have been little or no effort made to note the locations
of artifacts as they were recovered, nor to take down much informa -

tion regarding the ship itself.

In spite of this lack of documentation, however, there was
some evidence recorded, though largely of a secondary nature.
These were the days when the technical experts stayed topsides and-
largely untrained divers did the underwater work, so we must look
upon the diver's reports with some skepticism. However, a press
release issued by the Colonial National Monument on December 14,

1934, states:
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‘The two ships explored so far have been definitely identified
as war ships. The diver found that the interiors of the hulls
were of a finished construction, with lined sides and ceilings,
and this was usual only with ships of war at that time. Another
interesting check was the discovery of cans and brushes coun-
taining a bright red paint, all in good condition. At the time of
the revolution it was customary for men-of-war to have their
decks painted this bright red color in order that blood would
show less plainly and as a consequence the more squeamish of
the men would have less excuse for being affected. Still
further, the number and types of the gun ports help to identify -
these vessels as war ships rather than merchant men. |,
It is immediately apparent that if the ceiling and gunports were still
visible, these ships were in far better than average condition. It
should be noted that it was not uncommon for a ship to carry con-
siderable quantities of paint of all colors at this time, and the pre-
sence of red paint should not be considered a valid argument for

the identification of the ships.

The material recovered from this first hull was quite varied,
including ship's timbers, cannons and swivel guns, some ceramic
ware, shot and various metallic items. There was a large quantity
of domestic material recovered, the most dramatic of which were
the nearly 200 glass bottles that were discovered in the aft part of
the ship. There were so many of these bottles found that after sev-
eral days of sending them to the surface, the diver, Fred Lang, is
reported to have called up through his telephone, “"This was no

battle ship, it was a bottle ship.'",. The botties had suffered con-

11
siderable surface deterioration, giving them an iridescence similar

to the nineteenth century art glasses.
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By the week of November 19, 1934, it became apparent that
everything which could be conveniently removed from the first hull
had been recovered. Therefore, the barge was moved to the site of
the second wreck, which was apparently immediately adjacent to the
first. Since this wreck is often discussed in the same breath with
the former one, it must be presumed that it was quite similar struc-
turally. Once again, a cannon was recovered, along with some mis-
cellaneous items, but it soon became too cold to work in the river;
operatiohs were suspended for the winter by the second week of
December. However, everyone involved seemed quite pleased with
the results of the project, and it was planned to resume work in the

spring.

Work did resume on May 15, 1936, apparently on the same
wreck which had been under investigation in December, 1934,
Several more cannon were recovered, various small artifacts, and
on May 22, a large brass bell, unfortunately unmarked. Several
pieces of lead pipe were brought up, apparently from the bilge pump
system of the ship. By the end of the month, however, the returns
were diminishing; though an anchor was recovered, it was becoming
apparent.that the ship had yielded most of her artifacts. The diver
went off looking for something more productive and on June 4 this
report was filed: "Brought up some scraps of timber and iron,
found we were on an old ship that was burned and sunk in 1917. Sunk

the small gas boat in placing an anchor.",, This proved sufficiently
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discouraging that the barge was brought in and secured, while fur-
ther investigations were undertaken. It does not appear that it was
believed that all of the artifacts which had been recovered during
this period came from the modern ship, but rather that the workers
had strayed onto this ship during the last few days, with no signi-

ficant recoveries.

It was decided that the most productive procedure would be
to move the barge and diver to the Gloucester side of the river, and
to explore the obstructions which had been located there. This was
done during June and some material was recovered, as described
in a later report to Superintendent F'lickinger:

The "mass of molten copper, brass, glass and crockery "
[mentioned in a press release of an earlier date] possibly
refers to the material pictured in the enclosed photograph.

As the ship was obviously burned, all materials on board were
subjected to extreme heat; apparently, as the superstructure
and decks burned the cargo fell through to the bottom of the
ship, collecting there in heterogeneous fashion. The mass
pictured here contained metal, crockery, and glass, and was
covered with mud.

The muzzle of the cannon is shown protruding from the side
of the salvaged material. These guns were too badly damaged
to be of use as a museum exhibit. 13

It is apparent that a ship which had burned had been located, and that
some material was being recovered. However, it was soon discov-
ered that the area where the wreck was located, and where the barge
was working, was oyster bottom which had been leased to an oysterman
from Gloucester Point, Mr. J,H, Jordan. Mr. Jordan was afraid

that the work which was going on would damage the bottom

and possibly kill the oysters which were planted on it. He

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-53-
therefore demanded that work be stopped until the legal ramifications
of the salvage were considered. Thus, by July 1, 1935, work had
come to a halt on the wreck, while the legal issue was discussed by
all parties concerned. Apparently, it proved impossible to come to
any agreement; bath the National Park Service and the Mariners
Museum wanted to avoid a lawsuit at all costs, and Mr. Jordan
was prepared to undertake one to gain recompense. After nearly
a month of deliberations, the Newport News Shipbuilding and Dry
Dock Company moved its barge back to Newport News on July 24,

1935, and the salvage effort stopped.

That Mr. Jordan was not unreasonable in his requests is
indicated by the ensuing actions; when the barge was removed, he
only submitted a bill for $25.00 personal expenses incurred during
the ar_gument. Since almost all of the area on the Gloucéster shore
which was considered likely to contain wrecks was leased to Mr.
Jordan, negotiations were continued with him at a later date. The
Mariners Museum reached an agreement with him whereby salvage
operations could be resumed during the summer of 1937. The Museum
was to buy outright all the oysters on the bottom for $900,00, and
was to further agree that if any excavations were necessary to reach
the wreck, these would be refilled with oyster shells. Although it
appeared that all of the major hurdles had thus been removed, the

operation was not resumed that summer nor in later years. 14

It is evident from the correspondence and reports of the period
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that the persons involved in this salvage effort were guite cognizant
of the importance of the venture. Their intentions were of the best,
and at every possible juncture, they sought expert opinion on the
problems which arose. With the Shipbuilding Company involved, there
does not appear to have been a shortage of funds. Perhaps the best
evidence of their good intentions is contained in the minutes of a
staff meeting held at Yorktown by the Park Service, on November
6, 1934. With operations just getting underway in earnest, Mr.
Flickinger reported:

We feel, in view of what has been brought up, that we are

working on a very interesting and important thing, and, in

order to handle it properly, we must go about it in a scien~

tific way. The results of the work will make quite a contribu-

tion to human knowledge in addition to making interesting

exhibits.... We want, not only a complete narrative account,
but a complete pictorial record, and a complete set of measured
drawings, of the important objects we find.... We will photo-
graph each piece very carefully, we will get minute photographs
of all objects.... We want to make a chart of the vessel.

All of the structural pieces will be keyed up to the ship. 5
Although the program which Mr. Flickinger outlined was quite an
admirable one, it was apparently never realized. Only four meas-
ured drawings were made, of artifacts which were recovered soon
after the meeting. Though some photographs were taken, the cover-
age is by no means thorough. Perhaps the most unfortunate loss of
all is that no structural records of the ship were made, or at least
none survive. The conservation of the artifacts proved to be a task
for which the Mariners Museum and the National Park Service were

ill equipped, in addition to the fact that the science of conservation

was not as advanced as it is today. Therefore, quite a bit of what

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-55-
~ was brought up was lost through deterioration; other @bjects

appear to have simply been lost or thrown out over the years, since
a number of artifacts mentioned in the contemporary reports of the

operation are no longer available.

All was not disaster, however, and both the Mariners Museum
and the National Park Service were able to preserve a large number
of artifacts. Most of the wood and iron which survived was treated
by wax impregnation, which seems to have been relatively effective.
The oxidation of the bottles seems to have stabilized without treat-
ment, and the ceramics were unaffected by their submersion. The
pewter was cleaned by abrasion, and now seems to have stabilized.
Perhaps the largest problem of all was encountered in preserving
the cannons; virtually every. conceivable method was tried, generally
with less than perfect results. Like all iron cannon after being under
salt water, these began to flake and crumble upon drying. The larger
guns were apparently impregnated wit’h various compounds, probably
oils and varnishs , but to no good effect. It was finally decided to
sandblast them, and miraculously the damage sustained was not what
might have been expected, as the markings remain legible on some.
Unfortunately, the swivel guns were not treated, and they now have
virtually crumbled away, with a very small amount of iron remaining.
Certainly, the organizations involved are not to be condemned, con-~
sidering the state of preservation technology at the time; rather, they

should perhaps be praised for having saved anything. The bulk of
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the artifacts were installed in displays, and the Park Service con-
structed during the late 1930's a mock-up of a section of the gun
deck of the Charon , using her builder's plans and a few of the
ship's knees and cannons which had been recovered. This relatively

successful exhibit is now installed in the Yorktown Visitor Center,

Interest in the wreckage in the York River did not die out
after the operations of the Park Service and the Mariners Museum
drew to a close. The U.S, Army Transportation School is located
at Fort Eustis, Virginia, and associated with that operation is a
diving school. The head of the Fort Eustis Diving Unit, Chief
Warrant Officer Eugene "Mike' Moran, was especially interested
in pursuing the search for relics in the river, and undertook a
number of dives on his own and with friends. The Army was per-
suaded to get involved in the project, and in December, 1949, a
tug and diving barge were sent to the Gloucester Point area. With
the cooperation of Mr. Jordan, the hole which had been dug in
1935 was located, and a 3 1/2 foot lbng piece of wood covered with
copper was recovered. g The primary purpose of the operation was
publicity, as the proceedings were incorporated into a radio broad-
cast, "Time For Defense," Having accumulated sufficient dramatic
material, the work was curtailed. 17 However, in 1954 an article

appeared in the Richmond Times Dispatch which indicated that

Moran had not lost interest in the project. He stated that during the

course of his investigation in 1949, he had located no less that eleven
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wrecks in the vicinity of Gloucester Point, all between 40 and 100
feet in length and well preserved by the mud. Whether these loca-
tions were discovered subsequent to the recovery of the piece of
wood and copper is not clear; in any event, Moran was never able

to follow up his discovgry. 18

Though formal operations had been concluded on the wrecks,
interest did not wane. There have been numerous groups of amateur
divers and individuals who have worked on the wrecks, with more or
less success. Mr. Roland Smith of Gloucester Point, formerly a
salvage diver, did some work on both of the sites which had been
investigated in 1934-1935, recovering some artifacts. Herndon
Jenkins and Harry Comett, both amateur divers from Richmond,
have worked independently of each other on one or more wrecks
which are located in the shallows between Cornwallis's Cave and
the Cannon Ball Restaraunt, in Yorktdwn. A number of artifacts
were recovered from the area; using an airlift, Mr. Jenkins
retrieved a number of small items, an indication of what was prob-
ably lost through the more primitive techniques of search which
had previously been employed. Finally, Mr. Robert Setterholm
is one of many oystermen and clammers who have recovered arti-
facts in the area, though he has been luckier than most. For many
years he did not keep the bottles which came up in his patent tongs,
giving them away to friends or whoever wanied them; however, for

the past few years he has been saving the bulk of them, and a few
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appear to be of eighteenth century origin. His most important find
to date has been two pistols, tonged up from 93 feet of water, near
the foot of Ballard Street; though the stocks are in good condition,
the ironwork has completely disintegrated . Undoubted ly, many
others have recovered material from the waters of the York River,
but it has always been in a haphazard and ﬁnsystematic fashion,

with minimal documentation.

As to the potential for further excavation, it would seem that
there are very few impediments standing in the way of a carefully
controlled study of the wrecks. For the last several years the

" oyster bottom of the York River has been condemned due to pollution;
neither the oyster beds nor the clam beds represent the samé eco~
nomic factor which they once did, and it should be quite possible to
make an equitable arrangement withithe lessees of the bottom.
Rather, the principal problem is one of motive on the part of the
institution which undertakes the excavation. The 1934-1935 oper-
ation was termed a salvage operation, primarily seeking to recover
artifacts for exhibition. This is no longer an acceptable reason to
undertake excavation, since it leads to the destruction of the site,
and the artifacts are no longer needed. There are representative
examples of most of the military and domestic artifacts which are
likely to be recovered already in the collections of the National Park
Service and the Mariners Museum. The ships are not a valid place

in which to study the typical cargo or equipment of a vessel of the
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period , primarily because of the great stripping of the vessels
which took place prier to the battle, and because they were used
to store goods from the town. They are by no means representative
of the norm. However, in those cases which have survived the
battle and 200 years of clam dredging, it is probable that the hulls
and interiors of the ships are in fairly good condition. The state of

- the hulls which were uncovered in 1934-1935 would indicate that a
congiderable portion of the hull may be expected to survive. There-
fore, as potential sources of information regarding ship construction
of the period, these wrecks would appear to be prime candidates .
for excavation; they might be especially informative in the less well
documented areas of transport and small craft construction. It is
important that the excavator realize the limitations of the material
with ﬁrhich he will be working, and the nature of the information
which he is most likely to recover. With today's technology, it
seems reasonable to expect that it might be possible to raise one or
morev of the hulls relatively intact, though what is to be gained by
incurring this very major expense should be carefully considered

before the project is begun.
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CHAPTER IV
THE ARTIFACTS: AN ANALYSIS

Because of the nature of their recovery, and the nature of
the vessels from which they were recovered, the artifacts which
have been discovered to relate to this area are of a highly miscel-
laneous nature. They do not represent a complete picture of an
individual ship, nor was the excavation done carefully enough in
most instances that it can be said with certainty that a particular
group of artifacts are of a similar provenance. Thus, unlike most
archaeological sites which can provide relatively firm dating which
can then be applied to other sites, it is necessary to lean heévily on
outside information to verify the material which has been recovered.
The amount of new information which can be expected from this
body of artifacts is therefore unfortunately slim. They serve best
in the role for which they were originally cast, as individual items
for display. There has been considerable speculation that the wrecks
are not what they purport to be, but rather date from an earlier
period. It does not appear to be possible to come to a definite con-

clusion oun this point, though certain deductions may be drawn.

Finally, it may come as a surprise to many to discover the

relatively elaborate furnishings which turn up in this collection, as
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well as the -evidence for somewhat ornate architectural details on
the ship. Our view of the arduous life of the sailor may be some-
what overcolored, at least as far as the Captain and the wardroom
were concerned, as is indicated by this description of.a British
merchant ship which called in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, in

1789:

He waited upon me on board a ship that appeared like [a)
mountain to me, went down a beautiful staircase with turned
banisters, and a carpet on the stairs, went through an entry
handsomely painted, papered, and carpet on that, to a very
large cabin. I must first begin with the windows, which were
four in number, a pair of very large looking glasses and very
fashionable chintz window-curtains festooned with cord and
tassel, and white fringe sette of the same kind, mahogany
chairs with hair bottoms, mahogany tables, on 2 cases silver-
handled knives and forks. The chimney-piece was mahogany,
done with gold, with a neat little brass stove and a marble
hearth. The doors of his state-room and closet were mahogany,
wrought in a variety of figures, and some glass let in. The
pictures round the cabin were done with red paint, and the
prettiest I ever saw. Six silver candlesticks with wax candles
were lit in the cabin; tea and coffee and different kinds of nice
cakes, silver teapot, coffeepot, cream-pot and sugar dish. In
his stateroom a handsome bureau, a bed with curtains festooned
and fringed, and the prettiest bookcase I ever saw, filled with
well chosen authors. After tea we danced on the quarter-deck,
there was an awning all over it, hung round with lights. We
danced till 12 and then sat down to a very elegant supper. And
now if you aren't tired of Captain Fisher's cabin I am, so I will
say no more about it. 1

While it is not to be expected that the ships which served in the
British Navy would equal the splendid web which Captain Fisher had
spread to trap Miss Haliburton, the correspondent, they existed in
the shadow of that splendor, as will be seen through an examination
of the artifacts. The discussion below is related to the artifacts as

presented in thecatalogue, and should be read in conjunction with it.
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CERAMICS

In contrast to similar sites of the late eighteenth century,

the York River sites which have been excavated to date have not
proved to be rich in ceramics. In fact, they might well be regarded
as strangely barren, were it not for the féct that the vessels were
not functioning in their normal role during the battle., Thus, it may
be presumed that they were largely unoccupied, and the bulk of the
domestic material which would ordinarily appear on a site of this

A nature had been removed. Moreover, the techniques of excavation
which were employed almost certainly resulted in the complete Loss
of any small ffagments, which ordinarily compose the major part
of the ceramic picture on an archaeological site. This loss is to
some exteut compensated for by the discovery of a fairly large num-

ber of complete examples.

Without question, the most interesting of the earthenwares to
be recovered are the large storage jars, sometimes referred to as
oil jars, which appear to be of Mediterranean origin. Strangely,
these jars appear to be quite common on eighteenth century .Virginia
sites, though only in fragmentary form. In spite of frequent marking,
very little is known of these pots, and it is as yet unclear whether
these are maker's or owner's marks, or what the actual place of
origin was. Moreover, it is unclear what the function of these jars
may have been, though there is conjecture that at Mount Vernon they

were used as soap containers.g More likely, on shipboard these
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were used for the storage, either temporary or long~term, of
whatever liquid material presented itself, especially oil. There is
no known parallel to the marks on these examples, though they are
in the same mode as other eighteenth century examples. 3 By the
nineteenth century, these jars seem to have been regarded as cur-
iosities, as is indicated by the presence of one in several photographs

of the fireplace at Rosewell, in Gloucester County, Virginia. 4

The portion of a gravy boat which was recovered is of inter-
est because of the discoloration which has taken place on it. Upon
first examination, it has the appearance of - Wedgewood's black
basaltes, with a completely mat finish, However, upon looking
more closely, it becomes apparent that there is a glaze, but that it
has been discolored, either through burial in the river mud or from
the action of a fire. In any event, the form is a mid-eighteenth cen-
tury one, which could have been produced in either salt-glaze or
creamware. Without more detailed analysis than has been possible
to date, it is impossible to determine the exact nature of this arti-

fact, though it appears to be an earthenware. g5

Among the stonewares, the ceramic bottles present quite a
problem; at first, they appear to be of nineteenth ceuntury, or even
modern, origin. Admittedly, such wares do continue to be made up
to the present day; however, there is evidence to support an eighteenth
century date for the material recovered from Site 1. Portions of a

nearly identical gray stoneware bottle, with a handle, were recovered
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from Fort Ligonier, in Pennsylvania, which has a date range of
1758-1766.6' Similar examples have also been recovered from the
Nicholas, a Russian frigate which sank in 1790; in addition to the
gray bottle, there were also two red-bodied bottles on that wreck. 7
Finally, a reddish colored bottle was recovered from the wreck of
the Hermione, a French vessel lost near Bermuda in 1838. This
bottle is marked with a seal which is similar, though not identical,
to one of the bottles recovered on Site 1, reading ''Selters." 8
Though these are often referred to as gin bottles, it would appear

that at least some of them were used to hold carbonated, or seltzer,

water, which originally came from Selters, Germany.

The recovery of Bellarmine-type jugs might be considered
an intrusion of aﬁ earlier period, but it would appear that this is
not the case. It has long been acknowledged that the larger exam-
ples of these jugs probably continued to be made later than the
smaller and frequently more ornate versions. Further, the highly
stylized and constricted face decoration is typical of the'later ver-
sions of these wares. g Further, it would appear that jugs of similar
type, though not necessarily decorated, were not uncommon in the
British Navy at this time, as is indicated by the appearance of several

in a watercolor by Thomas Rowlandson, dating from about 1799. 10

Finally, in the area of anachronisms, there is the stoneware
mug which has been dipped in a white slip. Its rim is coated with

iron oxide to hide whatever slippage of the white surface may occur
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during firing. It is a perfect example of a type which was popular
during the first half of the eighteenth century. The ability to make
a completely white bodied salt-glazed ware, and after 1750, a
cream colored earthenware, has been generally regarded as having
marked the demise of the production of this form. However, it is
not so far removed from the example which was discarded in Williams-

burg around 1770, and may simply represent a survival. 11

GLASS
Without question, among the more spectacular artifacts

recovered during the 1934 excavation were the many bottles. Nearly
200 were recovered, at that time virtually the largest single collec-
tion of eighteenth century bottles in existence. This collection re- |
mains today one of the outstanding groups.of bottles, since it is pos-
sible to make comparisons between a large number of similar types,
presumably from a similar source, and arrive at a reliable mean.
However, in contrast to the vast quantities of liquor which were con-
sumed during the eighteenth century, and the equally vast cargoes
which were the standard of the period, a reconsideration seems to

be in order.

The normal cargo for an eighteenth century merchant vessel
carrying liquor involved many thousands of bottles, if the shipment
was in bottles. The Amsterdam, of the Dutch East India Company,

lost off England in 1749, carried 12,000 bottles of French wine. 12
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Similarly, an invoice survives for a voyage to the East Indies, in
1703, in which over 3,000 bottles of beer were shipped. 13 These
were cargoes, of course, and it might be suggested that liquors

for consumption would ‘be required in considerably lesser quantities.
However, the daily ration of rum in the British Navy, per man, was
one cup in 1781, as calculated from a stores requisition from Bar-
badoes. 4 This means that a ship with only 200 men on board,
each drinking a cup a day, would have consumed all of the liquor

represented by the 200 bottles recovered in less than 4 days.

Because of this large consumption rate, and because of the
obvious fragility of glass bottles, glass does not appear to have been '
the customary storage vessel durihg the eighteenth century for ship-
board use. Certainly, bottles were shipped, both full and empty, but
in the working British Navy, it would appear that barrels and hogs-
heads were preferred. Certainly this was the case with beer, which
was the standard beverage in the Navy; when béer was not available,
or in tropical climates, it was customary to substitute wine. It is
possible that this wine was shipped in bottles, depending ou the source
of supply, though again barrels were the more practical approach .
Wine was preferred to rum, which was'judged to be more peraicious
in its effects, by destroying the health of the Men, instead of pro-
moting the same.' ;5 In any event, the Navy was frequently driven
to the use of rum, through the lack of alternatives and the ready

availability of that product. However, even in the case of rum, it
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appears that the hogshead was the preferred container , whether
on land or sea. On the occasion of his raid on Richmond, in Janu-
ary, 1781, Benedict Arnold destroyed a considerable quantity of
supplies, including 503 hogsheads of rum, which he ordered stove
in. 1 It will readily be seen, then, that the presence of these bottles
on board the vessels in the York River was an uanusual occurence,

whether they were there as cargo or stores.

That this was an anomalous instance is confirmed by a letter
written by Cornwallis in reply to-a request for supplies by Captain
Symonds of the Charon. Writing on August 29, 1781, he stated:

Whenever the King's ships are in want of provisions, they

shall be supplied from the Magazines of the Army, as long as

there is any thing in them. I must however desire that you

will order the pursers to purchase all that can be collected

from the Merchants here, especially Rum, of which I under-

stand there is a considerakle quantity to be sold. 17
Apparently, the shortage of provisions forced the Naval agents to
purchase their liquor in Yorktown; the similarity of the bottles
excavated to those found during excavations at the Swan Tavern,
in Yorktown, while not conclusive, would tend to confirm this assump-
tion. It would be quite logical to purchase the necessary liquor in
small quantities, and possibly even to reuse the same bottles, having
them filled from the store at the Tavern. Further, the skeleton
crews which were on board the vessels stationed off the beach at
Yorktown would have required a minimal quantity of spirits. The

fact that the corks are inside many of the bottles would indicate that

they were filled when the vessel sank. The fact that one of the bottles
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contains whale oil should be regarded as no more indicative of the
"" bottle's original use than any other stopgap measure would be. Thus,
the bottles must be regarded as an anomalous occurence as far as
the history of naval drinking is concerned, but as a documented -

group of bottles, their value remains.

In light of the possibility that one of the wrecks uncovered may
predate the Battle of Yorktown, one is forced to wonder whether
these bottles are, in fact, well documented. Reference to the estab-
lished bottle chronologies is reassuring, until it is noted that the
form giveun for the period 1780 is generally based on these very
specimens, the Yorktown bottles. However, there have recently
been sufficient studies of the development of bottle form to confirm
the earlier chronologies, exclusive of the Yorktown material, to
indicate that the bottles.are, in fact, of the right period. 18 More-
over, samples from one of the bottles were sent to the Corning
Glass Museum around 1960, when techniques were first being devel-
oped for measuring the age of glass archaeological specimens. They
were subjected to rigorous analysis, invclving counting the layers of
oxidation on the surface of the glass. Since this seems to occur in
an annular pattern, it is pdssible to determine the length of time
which the object has been buried. A mean figure of 156 layers were
counted on the sample from Yorktown, which, when subtracted from
1935, gives a burial date of 1779, This would seem to confirm the
assumption that these bottles, and hence wreck number 1, on Sitel,

date from the Battle of Yorktown. 19

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-71-

METALWARES

Among the metalwares of this collection, there is a surpris-
ing diversity, not only of forms, but more importantly of period.
It would appear that the majority of the pieces represented in this
section may predate the period of the battle. Even making allow-
ance for the lag in style changes in cast metalwares such as pewter
and brass, due to the long life of the mold, there is reason for con-
cern. This is even more so since this is éssentially not a colonial
site, in the usual sense, but rather a microcosm of transplanted
British culture. Therefore, one might expect to find advanced
rather than retarded styles, and lacking this, the temptation is to

believe that some of the material may have come from an earlier

wreck.

The contrast which is presented between the two brass candle-
sticks is iltustrative; certainly the blackened and heavily corroded
example is early, probably dating from as early as the turn of the
eighteenth century. However, even the more ornate example is
solidly in the tradition of the mid-eighteenth century, and certainly
has not been affected by the neoclassicism ofthe Adam brothers.

The same is true of the pewter mug and the pewter chamber pot;
both are very much designs of the mid-eighteenth century.
The door handles, though rococco in form, are probably acceptable

for the period 1781, in consideration of the probable lag in
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architectural developmeﬁts on shipboard. The contrast of the two
pewter teapots is a disturbing one. While that recovered from
the excavation at Site 1 would appear to be of a pre-1760 form, that
recovered from the vicinity of Site 5 is in the neoclassical taste.
Though crude, the straight spout and separate base would seem to be
indications of the increased restraint and formalism of that period,
while the simple globular body stands in contrast to the bulging

curves of the earlier example.
WEAPONRY

There has been considerable confusion over the years con-
cerning the weapoury which was recovered in the salvage of 1934-
1935. Virtually every possible size has been assigned to the guns
between 4 and 12-pounders, and it is not even clear how many can-
non were actually recovered. Though it would appear difficult to
lose a cannon weighing nearly a ton, this may have occured, or the
inventories made at the time of salvage were inaccurate. In any
event, only those guns which are still in the collections of the insti-

tutions concerned have been considered here.

The fact that no cannon larger than a 6-pounder was located
should not be surprising in light of the disarming of the fleet which
has been discussed above. It should not be regarded as any indication
of the size and strength of the vessels excavated that their armament

was not more powerful. Each of the six 6-pounders recovered is
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marked with 2 "G" on the starboard trunnion, which is the founder's
mark of Graham & Sons, in England. 20 No identification has been
made of the "P" mark which is above the weight designation on the
cannon which the National Park Service holds, and presumably was
on all six of these guns before deterioration took hold on the three
which are at the Mariners Museum. . Regarding the swivel guns
found on the wrecks, it is reasonable to presume that none had
been removed during the course of the battle, since a swivel is
virtually useless unless mounted on board a ship. Moreover, it

seems that three swivels would constitute a relatively complete set,

and this was the number recovered from each of the WI‘GCkS.Zl

Both the musket stock and the pistol stocks are probably of
Revolutionary date or earlier. Although the missing lock and barrel
make it difficult to analyze the pieces completely, they must certainly
date from 1781 or before, since there were no significant military
actions in the York River area after that time during which flintlock
weapons would be likely to have been deposited. Similarly, though
the various types of shot which were recovered could date from most
of the eighteenth c entury, it seems most likely that they are of
Revolutionary date. In short, it is virtually inconceivable that the
bulk of the military hardware which is represented here could date

from any period other than the Revolutionary War.
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SHIP'S FITTINGS

Regarding the collection of ship's fittings, there is not a
great deal which can be said. In general, their functibn is self-
explanatory, and their form does not appear to have changed
appreciably during the latter part of the colonial period. There are
inventories surviving of craft comparable to the vessels which are
under consideration here, and those which have been located are
listed in the bibliography. However, because of the dismantled
status of the vessels when they were lost, and the incomplete and
undocumented recovery of the artifacts, detailed comparison with
these inventories would not appear to be fruitful at this time., It
should simply be stated that the artifacts included in this category
are generally of the type which one would expect to find on vessels

of this period.

With regard to the anchors recovered, it should not be con-
sidered as conclusive evidence of a wreck's age that a nineteenth
or twentieth century anchor was located. In a port which was as
active during the late nineteenth century as Yorktown, it can be
expected that numerous anchors would be lost, often because they
were hung up in the very wreckage under consideration. In general,
an iron stock on an anchor has been considered sufficient evidence
to date it in the nineteenth century. There is however, an advertise-

ment for a stolen small boat in the year 1795, which noted part of
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the equipment of the craft as "an Anchor, with Iroa Stock about
40 Ib. ”22 It seems likely that while anchors for small craft may
very well have been fitted with iron stocks, the large anchors which

were carried on ships of war continued to have wooden stocks.

. There was cousiderable disappointment among the salvage
crew in 1935 when the large bell which was recovered did not yield
the name of the ship on which they were working. It is probably as
well that it didn't, for there is no guarantee that the name would have
been the right one, as is indicated by this letter from the captain of
the Guadeloupe , written to Admiral Rodney on November 2, 1780:

His Majesty's Ship Guadaloupe under my Command, having
been in want of a Watch Bell these several Cruizes, and as

I find there is one to be purchased now belonging toe the Old
East Indiaman sold the other day, the Merchants being willing
to sell it provided the Builder chuses to purchase... be-
pleas’d to give him an Order to supply the Guadaloupe with

hat said Bell, there being no other in Town I can hear of.23
Though we may be fairly certain that the Guadeloupe was salvaged,

and with her the new bell, this is an indication of the hazard of

reaching a hasty conclusion based on incomplete evidence.

The blocks and deadeyes are of the form which would be
expected for this period, but it is surprising to find that the wood
analysis indicates an American origin for the casing of two of the
blocks. Although the deterioration of the wood made exact identi-
fication of the species impossible, the likelihood is that at least one
of these blocks originated in North America. In the face of the large

wood trade between the American colonies and England, and in
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consideration of the many refits which British vessels underwent,
often on these shores, this may be euntirely meaningless. However,
it is possible that one of the ships excavated was of American origin,
either a British vessel built or captured in this country,l a vessel
leased by the British in this country, or a wreck which does not

date from the Battle of Yorktown.

The pumping equipment which was recovered is of interest,
since it represents a type of pump which is not often seen. It is an
endless chain type, the chain being fitted with leather washers which
force the water up the pipe. The chain was driven by a sprocket
wheel and a series of cranks on the gun deck, where the outflow was

located. This type of pump was installed on HMS Victory, built in

1765, and is &till in place today.o4 In contrast, the Constellation ,
built in 1797, is fitted with double action reciprocating pumps, of the
type which were common in the nineteenth century.25 Whether this
represents a difference in period or geography, and whether the

pumps on the two American ships may be replacements, is unknown.

In the group of tools, the ornate wooden smoothing plane is
almost certainly of continental, probably Germanic origin; however,
the presence of a tool which is Germanic in style should not be too
disconcerting in consideration of the presence of Hessian troops at
Yorktown. Finally, among the miscellaneous afticles, the barrel
head which is marked "June 22 '80/ SP 154 / SMAW" is generally

regarded to have contained 154 pounds of salt pork, packed on

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



-77-
the indicated date by Smaw or Shaw. It is presumed that the barrel
marked '"Watson & Co.'" has a similar history. In light of the
-presence of the early material in these artifacts, it is reassuring to

have been given a terminus post quem for at least one of the ships

on Site 1.
ATTRIBUTION

From the information which has been gathered to date, it
does not appear that it will yet be possible to definitely identify the
vessels from which the artifacts have been recovered. Although
there is reason to believe that certain of the artifacts are more
likely to date from 1750 than 1780, the evidence does not seem con-
clusive. There are a great many artifacts which are of the right
period, and the distinction between them is aot clear enough to be -
able t.o eliminate either wreck 1 or 2 on Site 1 as of the wrong period,
though the concentration of anomalous artifacts seems to occur in
Wreck 2. From the descriptions of the position of the wrecks, and
the nature of the vessels, it is hard to believe that both are not from
the period of the battle. If this is so, then it is possible that certain
of the anomalous artifacts were actually on board, and that others
may be intrusions, either from another wreck in the area or as
trash on the harbor bottom. In that case, there are only three ves-
sels which are likely to have been the source of the artifacts. The
description of the discovery of the gunports on the wrecks would

indicate that the diver was working on a vessel with a guan deck,
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especially since he was able to gain access to the cabin area, pre-
sumably on the same deck., The only three ships which would fit

this description are the Fowey, Rambler and Spitfire (see below,

Chapter V). Each of these vessels carried sufficient armament to
warrant having a gun deck, and none of them appears to have been
salvaged after the battle. The most likely candidate of the three is
the Fowey since she is commouly shown oun the various maps as
sunken at Site 1. Without examination of the vessel itself, and fur-
ther recovery of artifacts, if possible, it will be impossible to con-

firm this assumption.

Regarding the other sites, there seems to be less question.
The presence of creamware fragments and buttons which are of the
Revolutionary period would indicate that the wreck at Site 5 is very
likely to be of the 1781 period. Further, the fact that several of
the sherds are fire damaged would indicate that the ve;ssel was burned,
and may be one of the transports which burned with the Charon.
The fact that there is a ballast pile of cobble stones would indicate
that the wreck is not a warship, which would be likely to carry iron
ballast. Finally, the recovery of the ceramic gravy boat and the
piece of copper sheathing, along with several swivel guns, from the
wreck at Site 3 would indicate that it too is of Revolutionary date,
and has been burned. The copper sheathing is only likely to have
been applied to a war ship at this time, but with the available evidence

it seems premature to make any further attribution.
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CHAPTER V
ANALYSIS OF THE FLEET UNDER CORNWALLIS

A prerequisite for any archaeological study of the ships that
were involved in the battle of Yorktown is a detailed knowledge of
which ships were involved, not just in general terms, but as specific
a reconstruction as is possible from the surviving documents. With-
out the knowledge of which ships were present, which were lost,
which were salvaged, and which are likely to still rest on the bottom
of the river, any recovered artifacts will be completely lacking in
pedigree, and hence meaning. Unfortunately, the documents which

survive are not always as complete as one might wish.

There are two lists of the shipping in the York River, both made
immediately after the battle, which are of primary importance. The
first is contained in a letter which was sent by Captain Symonds, of
the Charon , the ranking Naval officer in Yorktown, to Rear Admiral
Graves, in New York, his commanding officer. It not only contains
a description of the fates of the naval vessels in the harbor, but also
includes a list of transports in the harbor, prepared by the British
agent of transports, Lieutenant General Robertson. The other list,
somewhat more complete, is included in a letter from Admiral de

Grasse to George Washington, sent October 24, 1781, Apparently,
~81-
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the source of de Grasse's information is the series of reports which
were submitted by Captain de Granchain, as discussed in Chapter II,
above. Though these reports have not been located, it would appear
that de Grasse presented an accurate rendition of them. This "List
of Vessels Siezed or Destroyed at York, Virginia" served as the
basis for the official inventory which was reported to Coagress and

printed in the Penusylvania Packet of November 6, 1781. In the

midst of his attempt to salvage some of the vessels which lay in the
York River, Villebrune submitted a list of vessels which were afloat
in May, 1782. This, along with his accounts, gives a more accurate,
if less complete, picture than the lists which were compiled immed-
iately after the battle. Because of their length, these lists are in-
cluded in Appendix I, along with the lists compiled by Colonel Richard

Butler, of Pennsylvania, and Johann Doehla, the Hessian journalist.

A brief study of the list of shipping submitted by Captain
Symonds will indicate that of the thirty~two transports and victuallers
in the harbor, only two were still afloat at the conclusion of the battle.
This grim picture of destruction may be somewhat over-colored,
since the reports of the Frénch do not seem to be as pessimistic as
one would expect in the face of a completely destroyed fleet. Certainly,
the British Captain had something to gain in representing h'is fleet as
destroyed, while the French had little to gain through over-optimism.
That at least a portion of the shipping was still afloat and habitable is

indicated by the announcement made by Washington on October 25,
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1781, in his general orders. '"It having been represented that many
Negroes and Mulatoes, the property of the Citizens of these States
have concealed themselves on board of ships in the harbour, " he
cautioned his troops and guards to be on the lookout for these
escapees.; This order tends to confirm the picture of very lax
security which prevailed on board the vessels during the transition
to French ownership. We are forced to take the report which
Captain Symonds submitted at its face value, though in recognition
of his position, a grain of salt seems to be in order. Insofar as

it is presently possible, the fol[owing is a ship by ship analysis of

individual involvement in the battle and the ultimate fate of the vessels.

NAVAL VESSELS

gﬁa ron

H.M.S. Charon, 891 tons, was a frigate of the fifth rate,

mounting forty-four guns.9 She was built in 1778 at Hafwich, and
was 140 feet, 3 inches on the gun deck, 116 feet, 1 inch on the keel.
Drawing 16 feet, 4 inches, and carrying a complement of 300 men,
she was commanded by Captain Thomas Symonds at the time of the
battle of Yorktown. She appears to have arrived in Norfh America

fairly late in the war, since the log of H, M.S. Fowey records on

November 10, 1780, while on guard duty off Sandy Hook; "Arrived
here 9 Sail of transports & Victuallers from Corke under convoy of
His Majesty's Ships Charon & Hussar. "3 Presumably this small
fleet then proceeded to the South to join Lord Coranwallis; in any

evént, by July of 1781, the gharon was a part of Cornwallis's fleet.
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Although it was origiﬁally the intention of Admiral Graves
to have the Charon sent back to New York, as a convoy for the
troops which Sir Henry Clinton had requested, this plan was aban-
doned. Instead, the Richmond, Captain Hudson, uutil that time the
flagship of the naval forces in the area, left for New York, leaving
Captain Symonds in command., Before this departure, the Charon
and the Richmond had been moored upriver, in a position to flank
the enemy should they attack from that sector. Guns from both ships
had been landed for the construction of the sea battery at Yorktown,
and apparently, all of the Charon's 18-pounders had been removed
from her lower deck.5 Captain Symonds, in writing to Admiral
Graves on September 8, 1781, stated that '"Most of the Cannon and
Ammunition of the Charon are landed and great part of the Crew in
Tents and employed in enlarging the Sea Battery, and assisting the
Army. “6 After the departure of the Richmond , the Guadeloupe
took her place, and the Charon remained in her original position,
though she actually had little armament on board. That she was a
relatively ineffective force is indicated by t"ne fact that complaints
by the forces in the French Treuch were primarily directed at the
Guadeloupe , actually the smaller of the two, but apparently the

better armed at this time. 7

The Charon must have been virtually immobile, since on
the night of October 10, when the French began to fire red-hot shot,

she did not retire along with the Guadeloupe ; the consequences were
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disastrous, as reported by the American Doctor Thacher:

A red-hot shell from the French battery set fire to the Charon,
a British 44-gun ship, and two or three smaller vessels at
anchor in the river, which were consumed in the night. From
the bank of the river, I had a fine view of the splendid confla-~
gration, The ships were enwrapped in a torrent of fire, which
spreading with vivid brightness among the combustible rigging,
and running with amazing rapidity to the tops of the several
masts, while all around was thunder and lightning from our
numerous cannon and mortars, and in the darkness of the night,
presented one of the most sublime and magnificent spectacles
which can be imagined. 3

We can gather from this description that the destruction of the ship
was quite complete. This is further confirmed by the American
Captain James Duncan, who reported that there was a large explo-

sion when the Charon_set fire to a transport, which he presumes to

have been carrying powder. One would assume that she must have
been fairly close by at the time, and probably sustained further

damage from the blast. g

Several reports state that the weather on this evening was
calm, and this is confirmed by the logbook of Admiral de Grasse,
which states on October 10, "Vents de L'Est au Sud, petit frais,
presque calme. 'y Had the ship simply broken loose from her
moorings and drifted in the breeze, it is likely that she would have
come ashore near Gloucester Point. This seems to have been the
case, as indicated by the report of Lieutenant James, who had served

on board the Charon :

She was set on fire in three different places, and in a few minutes
in flames from the hold to the mastheads. From our being quar-
tered at the guns in froat of the army, that timely assistance could
not be given her which was necessary to extinguish the fire, and
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she broke adrift from her moorings and drove on board a trans-
port to which she also set fire, and they both grounded on the
Gloucester side, where they burnt to the water's edge. The loss
of our things in the Charon are so very trivial when compared to
the more distressing scenes of the garrison, that I shall say no

more on this head, than that we saw with infinite concern one of
the finest ships in the navy of her rate totally destroyed on this

day.q1

The Charon , then, is in all probability lying near Gloucester Point,
in about sixteen feet of water, since this was her draft. There may

be one or more burnt transports in the same area.

It is conéeivable that the Freuch undertook salvage efforts on
the wreck of the Charon after the battle, in an effort to recover some
of her guns. In 1783, the French frigate Danae was forced to jettison
her guns in a storm, and later sought to replace them in Philadelphia.
Sixteen 18-pounders were located in the arsenal at Philadelphia, and
were given to the French on the basis of their having come from the
Charon , and hence rightfully their property, as a part of the naval
prizes of the battle. Later, five more 18-pounders were located at
Head of Elk, also formerly belonging to the Charon ; these, too, were
put on board the Danae. It seems most likely that these twenty-one
guns represented the armament from the gun deck of the vessel, which
had been unloaded prior to the battle, and therefore were removed
by the American land forces after the capitulation. 12 This supposition
is further supported by the fact that the Charon could accomodate
twenty cannon on her gun deck, which leaves one 18-pounder for a

stern chaser.
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The builders plans for the Charon survive in the Public

Record Office, London, and a contemporary model of the vessel

is located in the Science Museum, South Kensington. 13

Some insight into the character of Captain Symonds is given
by the narrative related by Colonel Ethan Allen in January, 1776,
when he was held prisoner on board the Solebay, at that time com-

manded by Symonds:

When we were first brought on board Capt. Symonds ordered all
the prisoners, and most of the hands on board, to go on deck, and
caused to be read, in their hearing a certain code of laws, or rules
for the regulation and ordering of their behaviour; and then, in a
sovereign manner, ordered the prisoners,me in particular, off
the deck, and never to come on it again; for, said he, this is a
place for gentlemen to walk. SoI went off, an officer following
me, who told me, that he would shew me the place allotted for
me, and took me down to the cable tire, saying to me, this is
your place.

However, two days later, I shaved and cleaned myself as well

as I could, and went on deck. The Capt. spoke to me in a great
rage, and said, "did I not order you not to come on deck?' I
answered him, that at the same time he said, "that it was the
place for gentlemen to walk, ' that I was Col. Allen, but had not
been properly introduced to him. He replied, "G--d damn you,
sir, be careful not to walk on the same side of the deck that I
do." This gave me encouragement, and ever after that I walked
in the manner he had directed, except when he, at certain times,
ordered me off in a passion, and then I would directly afterwards
go on again, telling him to command his slaves; that I was a gen-
tleman, and had a right to walk the deck; yet, when he expressly
ordered me off, I obeyed, not out of obedience to him, but to set
an example to his ship’s crew, who ought to obey him. 14

Though Captain Symonds was obviously no lover of Americans, it
cannot be said that he was too different from many captains, British

and Americar, of the period.
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Guade léupe

H.M.S. Guadeloupe, 586 tons, was a frigate of the sixth rate,

mounting 28 guns. She was built at Plymouth in 1763, and was 118
feet, 4 inches on the gun deck, 97 feet, 3 1[2 inches on the keel.

She drew 10 feet, 6 inches, carried 200 men, and was commanded at
the Battle of Yorktown by Captain Hugh Robinson. Although it is

not clear at what point the Guadeloupe joined Cornwallis, she did
participate in the moving of the army from Portsmouth to Yorktown.
Moreover, she apparently stayed behind to supervise the destruction
of the works there. 15 On August 29, 1781, she was sent by Lord
Cornwallis to carry dispatches to Charleston; South Carolina, and to
‘' convoy supplies and convalescents to Yorktown. 16 She never made it
out of the Chesapeake, however, haviﬁg encountered the French fleet

at Cape Henry and scurried back into the York River.

Soon after this, she was moored above Yorktown, in a position
to enfilade the valley and marsh behind the Fusiliers Redoubt, through
which the road from Williamsburg passed. It was from this position
that she harassed the troops counstructing the French Trench, and it
was from here that she withdrew in the face of red-hot shot on October
9, 1781. She went to a position on the Gloucester side of the river,
presumably below Gloucester Point, somewhere in the vicinity of the
area shown on Plate XII. Presumably in this same position, she was

scuttled on October 17, to prevent her capture. 17
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Writing after the battle, St. George Tucker reported "the
Guadeloupe sunk to the Waters Edge''; we must presume that she
had water up to her gunwales, and that her decks were awash. 18
However, as has been indicated in Chapter II, above, she was
finally salvaged by the French, and apparently without the aid of the
fleet sent to assist in the project. It was the intention of M.de la
Touche, in command of that relief force, to arm the vessel by im-
pressing armament, presumably from the land forces, and to place
M. du Quesne, a Lieutenant, in command of her.19 However, the
departure of the forces from Yorktown before his arrival forced
Villebrune to use the vessel less than fully equipped, as indicated
by a letter of Rochambeau, written on October 5, 1782, from Boston:
With regard to the vessels to carry myself and the other officers
and general staff, and the intendant and his staff, to France, 1
believe that the Emeraude and the Gloire, which I beg you to
give me, [will be sufficient, along with] the Romulus and per-
haps the Guadeloupe, if you like, which we could arm sufficiently
for our baggage. 9,
Presumably, a large portion of the Guadeloupe's armament had been

offloaded either prior to or during the battle, thus accounting for her

condition.

Plans of the vessel survive in the Public Record Office in
London, and reproductions of them are available at the Mariners

Museum, Newpori News, Virginia.
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Fowey

H.M.S, Fowey, 513 tons, was a frigate of the sixth rate, mount-

ing 24 guns. She was 113 feet, 2 3/4 inches long on the gun deck,
and 93 feet, 3 inches on the keel, and was copper sheathed. 21 Built
at Beaulieu in 1749 and recommissioned in October, 1771, she had

a beam of 32 feet, 2 inches, and drew 11 feet, 0 1/2 inch, while
carrying 160 men, Her captain at Yorktown was Peter Alpin. The
Fowey was by no means unfamiliar to Virginians, since it was to
her that Governor Dunmore had retired when the rebellion broke out
in Williamsburg in 1775. He did not leave the area immediately, but
rather maintained a force in the rivers of Virginia, periodically
attacking one town or another; the Fowey must have been a familiar

sight indeed when she returned to Yorktown in 1781,

The Logbook of the Fowey survives in the Public Record
Office, covering the period up to December 5, 1780, and caun give
us some insight into the nature of the vessel and the armament which
she rnounted.22 On December 8, 1777, the ship was in New York
and was surveyed; some of her sails and rigging were apéarent[y
condemned at that time, and they were sent to the storekeeper to
be replaced. In January of 1778, the main and fore masts were
removed and sent to the yard for repairs, while the ship was re-
caulked. In May, 1778, the carpenters of the yard worked for six
days to replace a rotten plank in the side of the ship. This was very

obviously a ship which was feeling the weight of her years at sea.
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On the twenty-sixth of May, 1778, the Fowey received on board an
18-pounder for river service, considerably larger than oﬁe might
expect to find on a ship which normally mounted 6~ and 9-pounders.
In September of 1779, the Fowey was involved in the attack on
Savannah by the French and Americans, an engagement which
proved to be a very difficult defense. She landed a considerable
part of her guns and ammunition for the use of the garrison, but
presumably they were returned after the battle. She and the other
British ships in the harbor were forced to withdraw up the river for
protection, and even so the Fowey sustained some damage, principally
in the stern and quarterdeck sections, including the loss of her
mizzenmast. She was not rendered unfit for service, however, and
on April 29, 1780, she reported firing a 6-pounder at a schooner to
bring her to. Further, on May 18, 1780, she received two 9-pounders
from the British sloop Loyalist, apparently to augment or replace
her own supply of armament. In September, 1780, she returned to
New York for another refit, at which time she was again rerigged
and caulked. By October 10, 1780, she was back in service, since
she reported firing a 4-pounder, loaded with shot; beginniﬁg in
November, 1780 she was on guard duty off of Sandy Hook, New York.
While there she reported firing two 6-pounders and two 9-pounders,
both to bring ships to. It will be seen by these references that the
Fowey carried at various times a considerable assortment of guns,
and though it must not be assumed that all of these were on board her

at Yorktown, the log makes no mention of removing any of the accum-
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ulated weaponry, save at Savannah, when it was presumably returned.
Old and decrepit though she was, she must have mounted a formid-

able array of firepower.

There is little information about the role which the Fowey
played in the battle; she was present at Portsmouth when the army
was moved to Yorktown, and then reported to Yorktown herself. On
September 8, 1781, Captain Symonds. wrote to Admiral Graves that,
"the Foweys Ammunition and provisions are ashore, and She is
hauled close in, and her Men assisting at the Batteries. "23 It would
appear from this that though her provisions were taken off, she was
not disarmed, as was the Charon, and may have served as a floating
battery. It would make sense to place her in the middle of the line
of transports which were hauled into shallow water for the defense
of the beach at Yorktown, since she could provide some firepower.
There is a possibility, however, that she was rigged as a fireship
after the disastrous attempt of September 22 to burn the French
blockade ships. Washington wrote to de Grasse on September 27,
1781: "I am this moment informed by Deserters that the Enemy are
preparing more Fire Ships against your Vessels in the River and that
the Old Fowey is to be one. "24 Whether this information was reliable
or not is questionable, since Captain Symonds wrote to Admiral
Graves on September 29 that he had "'fitted out two of the oldest
Transports to act as Fire ships in Case the Enemys Shiés should

attempt to come up to attack the Sea Batteries. "25 It seems likely
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that if he had converted the Fowey, one of his few naval vessels,
into a fire ship, Symonds would have notified Graves of that action.
Further, it would be quite logical to convert several of the trans-
ports which were already lined up in front of the sea battery, and
it would be quite easy for an uninformed observer to confuse one
of these with the Fowey. The question may be academic, since the
ship was not burned, though it does bear on the nature of the materiel

that would have been on board.,

In his letter to Graves on October 20, 1781, Captain Symonds
reported that ''the Fowey was hauld into Shoal Water and bored. ”26
Whether this was done on the seventeenth when the Guadeloupe was
scuttled, or earlier, as a part of the defensive scheme, is not clear
from the letter. In any eveunt, she was bored, and this is important
as far as the salvage efforts went. A reading of de Granchain's
letter of October 21, 1781, in Appendix I, will indicate that the French
considered ships which had been bored to be difficult to raise. This,
in combination with the age and decrepitude of the vessel apparently
made the salvage of the Fowey a task of very low priority. There is
no fnention of her in any of the letters which have been located, and
it must be presumed that she was left on the botton of the river,

where she sank.

The manuscript map of the battle drawn by John Hayman and
currently in the British Museum appears to be accurate in all its

details save one. It shows the H, M.S. Fox, of 24 guns, sunken off
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of Yorktown, approximately at the foot of Ballard Street (see detail,
Plate I). There was no Fox present at the battle, though there was
one in commission at the time. She was a frigate mounting 32 guns,
commanunded by Captain George Stoney, and servedon the West Indian
Station during this period; she continued to be mentioned well into
1782. 97 It must be assumed, then, that either the maker or the
copier of the map, since it is a copy, made an error, writing Fox_
when he should have written Fowey, ‘which did indeed mount 24 guns,
It is interesting to note that it is exactly this postion which was exca~

vated in 1934-1935, at Site 1.

A deck plan of the Fowey survives in the Public Record Office,

London, a copy of which is reproduced as Plate XIV,

Bonetta

H.M.S. Bonetta, 307 tons, was a three-masted sloop of war of

the sixth rate, mounting fourteen 6-pounders and 14 swivel guns.
She was built in 1779 on the Thames, and was 96 feet, 7 inches on
her gun deck, and 79 feet, 3 inches on her keel. With a beam of
27 feet, she drew 12 feet, 10 1/2 inches, and carried a compliment
of 125 men. At the time of the battle, she was commanded by

Captain Ralph Dundas.

The role which the Bonetta played in the battle itself is very
poorly documented. In fact, she probably did little, if anything, as

far as actual fighting was concerned, though she certainly acted as
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a deterrant. Most of the maps of the battle show her riding on the
Gloucester side of the river and slightly upstream of the point. In
fact, this is the only position in which she could have ridden out the
battle, and thus remained intact. In any event, she did survive the
battle in usable éond ition, and her role in subsequent events has been

discussed in Chapterll, above.

Vulcan

H,M,S. Vulcan, 291 tons, was purchased by the Royal Navy

in 1777. A formal fireship, she mounted 8 guns, was 90 feet, 10
inches long on her gun deck and 72 feet, 0 1/8 inch on her keel.
With a beam of 27 feet, 6 3/4 inches, she drew 12 feet, 3 1/2 inches

and carried 45 men. She was commanded during the battle by

Captain George Palmer.

The Vulcan was the main fire ship sent to attack the French
blockade on September 22, 1781. She was accompanied by four con-
verted sloops and schooners, whose identities have not been established,
commanded by three Navy lieutenants and one lieutenant from a priva-
teer in the harbor. There was a strong wind blowing downriver at the
time of the attack, and a current running in addition. Fired too early,
the fireships were avoided by the French and drifted harmlessly by.
Although two of the French ships of the line were run aground, they
sustained no damage, and the attack was a failure. 9g The attacking
ships were said to be visible for the whole of the next day, as they

burned themselves out; whether anything of consequence remains of
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the Vulcan is questionable. It must be assumed that the ship was
substantially stripped before she was dispatched oun her incendiary
duty, and that the guns would certainly have been removed. This
would render the location of the wreckage particularly difficult,
since all that remains is probably the bottom and keel of the hull.
It is also impossible to determine with any accuracy where this
wreckage might be, since the location of the French blockade ships
cannot be determined exactly, and the distance which the burning
ships drifted is unknown. In summary, it would appear that what-
ever wreckage of the Vulcan may survive is somewhere in the
Chesapeake Bay, off the mouth of the York River, and does not

present a particularly valuable archaeological site at this time.

Plans of the Vulcan survive in the Public Record Office,

London, and have been published in Naval Documents of the Ameri-

can Revolution. 29

TRANSPORTS & VICTUALLERS

Mackerel
The Mackerel was a Royal Navy transport, under the command

of William Fraser; she was reported sunk in the battle,

Success

The Success is presumably the same ship as the Success Increase;

a Royal Navy transport, weighing 400 tons, she was commanded during
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the battle by John Saunderson. Though reported sunk in the battle,
she is included among the three-masters listed as raised by Ville-

brune.

Providence
The Providence was a Royal Navy transport commanded by

Beunjamin Huntley; she was reported sunk in the battle.

Providence

The Providence and the Providence Increase are the same

ship; she was an Army victualler, commanded by Thomas Berriman

or Doriman.29 She was reported sunk in the battle.

Favourite

The Favourite was a Royal Navy transport, commanded by
John Wilson. Though reported sunk in the battle, on August 7, 1782,
Rochambeau sent his dispatches to France on board the "Favorite, "

which was presumably the same vessel. 30

Harmony
The Harmony, a brig of 300 tons, was a Royal Navy transport,
under the command of John Duffield. Though sunk in the battle, she

was subsequently raised by Villebrune.

Concord
The Concord was a Royal Navy transport, commanded by

Andrew Monk. She was reported sunk during the battle.
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Aldborough
The Aldborough, or Oldborough, was commanded by Lionel

Bradstreet. She was reported sunk in the battle.

Selina

The Selina, of 221 tons, was a Royal Navy transport, com-
- manded by John Crosskill. She carried a crew of 14 men and mounted

6 guns. She was reported sunk in the battle.

31

Ocean
The Ocean, 400 tons, was an Army victualler, commanded
by John Walker. Though sunk in the battle, she was among the

three-masters which were raised by Villebrune.

Elizabeth

The Elizabeth was a Royal Navy victualler, and was reported

sunk during the battle,

Diana

The Diana was cursed with a distressingly common name, and

there is some confusion about her. Though in the return of the trans-
ports serving under Cornwallis issued on June 30, 1781, she is listed
as an Army victualler, in a later return she is listed as a horse

vessel.,

32
does not agree with the captain given in the return issued at the con-

Moreover, the captain given in that return, Edward Ross,

clusion of the battle, John Perkin. It seems likely that these were

one and the same ships, however, in which case she was a sloop
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weighing 137 2/3 tons and chartered by the Quarter Master General's
Department for 89 pounds, 9 shillings 6 pence per month. 33 She

was reported as sunk in the battle.

Emerald

The Emerald was a Royal Navy transport, commanded by
Robert Tindall; she was reported sunk in the battle. However,
in planning his departure from the country in October, 1782, Roch-
ambeau planned to use the ship Emeraude , as indicated by the quo-
tation presented in the section on the Guadeloupe, above. This may

have been the same vessel.

Fidelity

The Fidelity was alRoyal Navy transport, but she was in use as
a cartel ship during the summer of 1781. She had carried prisoners
from Charleston to be exchanged in Virginia, at Jamestown, but the
exchange apparently did not take place. She was therefore returned
to Portsmouth, where she participated in the transfer of troops from
that post to Yorktown, carrying Negroes and baggage. As a cartel,
she was unarmed. 34 She was commanded by Robert Pilmour, and

Was reported sunk during the battle,

Lord Mulgrave

The Lord Mulgrave, 320 tons, was commanded by Andrew

Easterly (or Casterby) at the time of the battle. Although reported

sunken, she was one of the vessels which carried the paroled officers
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to New York on November 5, 1781, as is indicated by General

Washington's passport. 35

Robert

The Robert was a Royal Navy transport, though she was
carrying provisions for the Army at the time of the battle. Weighing
235 tons and mounting 6 guns, she was commanded by Jonathan

Moore. She was reported sunk in the battle.

36

Racehorse

The Racehorse was a Royal Navy transport, weighing 231 tons,
and mounting 6 guns. During the move from Portsmouth to Yorktown,
she carried baggage, and was commanded by Christopher Chesman. 37
She was reported as sunken during the battle. There is a "Race
Horse Schooner' mentioned in the dispatches of Lord Rodney in May,
1782, but it is presumed that this is another vessel d the same name,

a not uncommon occurence in the Royal Navy. 38

Houston

The Houston , weighing 258 tons and mounting 6 guns, was a
Royal Névy transport. During the move from Portsmouth to York-
town, she carried baggage. She was commanded by Robert McLash

(or McLish), and was reported as sunken in the battle. 39

Sally
The Sally was one of three vessels of that name which were in

service at the time of the battle, all of them sloops. In the return
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sent in by Symonds after the battle, she was listed as commanded
by Arthur Eliot; though no such name appears in the other documents,

there is-a: Sally master named Luttitt, with no first name given. This

seems closest to Elliot, as opposed to Richard Chambers or William
Murray, the masters of the other two Sallys . Moreover, that craft
is listed as being in Virginia, whereas no specific location is given
for the other two. Thus, it appears that the Sally with which we are
concerned weighed 126 2/3 tons, and was chartered by the Quarter
Master General's Department for 82 pounds, 6 shillings 8 pence per
month. 40 The Sally was an ordnauce transport, and appareutly none
too seaworthy, since she came close to foundering on her way to the
Chesapeake.,; Though she was reported sunken in the battle, she is
listed by Villebrune as among the three-masters which he raised.

It should be noted that the discrepancy between her having three masts
and her being termed a sloop may be explained by the fact that sldops
were not always sloop-rigged, very often being ship-rigged, but

with all their guns on the spar deck.42

Two Brothers

The Two Brothers was a Royal Navy transport, commanded

by Magnus Mariners, without question the finest name to come out
of the entire campaign. Though she was reported as sunken in the

battle, the Two Brothers was one of the ships sent to Europe with

English sailors who were to be exchanged. She was commanded on

that voyage by Captain Symonds, formerly of the Charon.
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Preseunt Succession

The Present Succession was a Royal Navy transport, weigh-

ing 286 2/3 tons and mounting 6 guns. She was commanded by

William Chapman, and was reported sunken after the battle. 43

Shipwright

The Shipwright, a Royal Navy transport, weighed 301 tons
and mounted 6 guns. She was commanded by Thomas Kay and was
reported .to have been burnt during the battle. Whether she was
one of the fireships of September 22 or one of the ships which burned

with the Charon is unknown. 44

Horsington
The Horsington, a Royal Navy transport, weighed 235 tons
and mounted 6 guns. She was commanded by Christopher Johnston

(or Jolson) and was reported as sunken in the battle. 45

Nepiune

The Neptune was a Royal Navy transport of 400 tons, com-
manded by John Atkinson. Though reported sunken during the battle,
she is included by Villebrune in the list of three-masters which were
raised. There is a sloop Neptune recorded in the records of the
Quarter Master General of the British Army, but she was stationed

in Harlem and commanded by Stewart Ross. 46
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Lord Howe

The Lord Howe was a Royal Navy transport, commanded by
Thomas Woodhouse;: she was reported sunken in the battle, Again,
there is a Howe , an armed sloop, but as of August 17, 1781, she
was undergoing a refit in New York and her commander was named

William Blenitt. 47

Bellona

The Bellona was a Royal Navy transport, a brig commanded
by John Wardell. Still afloat at the conclusion of the battle, her
cargo was sold in Baltimore and she was recommended by de Granchain
as suitable to receive the prisoner English sailors. Sometimes
referred to by the French as La Belle, she was one of the vessels

which finally did carry prisoners to England for exchange. g

Andrews

The Andrews was a Royal Navy transport, of 259 tons and
mounting 6 guns. She was commanded by Francis (or Jean) Todi-
ridge and was still afloat after the battle. She, too, was recommended
by de Granchain as suitable for a prison ship, though she was finally

used to carry paroled officers to New York. 49

General Reidsel

The General Reidsel , of between 150 and 180 tons, was

chartered by the Quarter Master General's Department; she was

commanded by William Boyes. She had proceeded to the Chesapeake
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‘under a passport issued by General Washington on December 9, 1780,
as a flag vessel. She was carrying supplies and clothing to the
Hessian troops held prisoner at Charlottesville; however, through
a long and complicated series of events, the supplies were never
delivered and the ship was trapped in the Chesapeake during the
battle. The Deputy Quarter Master General of the Hessian troops,
in charge of the delivery of these supplies, sought a new safe conduct
from Washington that he might proceed to New York, where the trdops
had since been stationed, presumably having been exchanged. The

implication of this is that the vessel was still afloat after the battle. 5

Tartar

The Tartar and the Tarleton are almost certainly the same
vessel, when allowance is made for the language barrier. The vessel
is listed by Butler as mounting ten 4-pounders during the battle, but
when she was rearmed after the battle, she carried 14 guns. She was
used by Villebrune in his effort to protect navigation in the Chesapeake
Bay, during 1782. There was a ship Tartar serving in the Virginia
State Navy in April, 1781, and she may have been captured at the same

time as the Tempest (g.v.). It seems more likely that this was the

o1
vessel that was present at Yorktown, rather than the 28 gun H.M.S.

Tartar , which was built in 1756 in England, and was still in com-

mission in 1775. 52

Rover

The Rover was a victualler, commanded by John Beveon, and
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was reported as sunken in the battle.

Cesar

The Cesar was a horse transport chartered by the Quarter
Master General's Department for 71 pounds, 10 shillings per month.
A sloop weighing 110 tons, she was comrﬁanded by a man named
Balfour. She was reported in Virginia as of August 17, 1781, and
it is presumed that she was still present at the time of the battle.

Her fate is unknown.gg

Mary Auan

The Mary Ann was a horse transport chartered by the Quarter
Master General's Department for 93 pounds, 12 shillings per month.
A brig weighing 144 tons, she was commanded by Alexander Mor-
rison. She was réported in Virginia as of August 17, 1781, and it

is presumed that she was still present at the time of the battle. Her

fate is unknown. 54

Ranger

The Ranger was chartered by the Quarter Master General's
Department for 76 pounds, 4 shillings, 3 pence per month. A brig
weighing 117 1/4 tons, she was used as a horse transport and was
commanded by a man named Neal. She was reported in Virginia
as of August 17, 1781, and it is presumed that she was still present

at the time of the battle.55
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Arnold
The Arnold was a horse transport chartered by the Quarter
Master General's Department for 82 pound's, 4 shillings, 6 pence per
month, A brig weighing 126 1/2 tons, she was commanded by William
Young. She was reported in Virginia as of August 17, 1781, and it

is presumed that she was still there at the time of the battle. Her

fate is unknown. 56

égness

The Agness was a horse transport chartered by the Quarter
Master General's Department for 71 pounds, iO shillings per month.
A schooner weighing 110 tons, she was commanded by Nathaniel
Proctor. She was reported in Virginia as of August 17, 1781, and it

is presumed that she was still there at the time of the battle. Her

fate i k .
e is unknown 57

John

The John was a horse transport chartered by the Quarter

Master General's Department for 69 pounds, 6 shillings, 8 pence
per month. A sloop weighing 106 2/3 tons, she was commanded
by Edward Welchford., She was reported in Virginia as of August
17, 1781, and it is presumed that she was still there at the time of

the battle. Her fate is unknown.58
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Billy
On July 25, 1781, Lieutenant Sutherland wrote to Lord
Cornwallis from on board the ""Billy, Ordnance Transport, "59
There is no other mention made of this vessel, and it is presumed

that he was actually on board the Sally, having mistaken the name.

Nancy

The Nancy was commanded during the battlé by Robert
Hoakesly, and appears to have been a dispatch boat in the Quarter
Master General's Department. A sloop weighing 29 3/4 tons, she
was earlier commanded by Winant Wynants and Roger Pert. g
She mounted six 3-pounders and two swivels, and was reported as

sunken ir} the battle.

Mercury

The Mercuty was a schooner used as a dispatch boat in the
Quarter Master General's Department; she mounted two 3-pounders
and six swivels. She was apparently commanded by Arthur Ryburn
during the battle, though earlier reports give her master as George

Galton. She was reported as sunken in the battle. 61

Betsey

The Betsey was commanded by John Younghusband during
the battle and was reported as sunken. There are a number of
Betseys listed as belonging to the Quarter Master General's Depart-

ment, any of which could be this vessel. They are all sloops or
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schooners weighing less than 50 tons.62

Harlequin

The Harlequin was commanded by Thomas Skinner and was
reported as sunken during the battle. While there was a 40 ton sloop
Harlequin commanded by Thomas Gientworth in New York, this is
probably not the same vessel, since she was engaged in carrying
wood for the troops, and could not have been much of a vessel.

That she could have made the trip to Virginia is doubtful.g4

Swift

The Swift was a sloop used as a dispatch boat attached to the

Quarter Master General's Department. Though she was designed
to carry two 4-pounders and four swivel guns, she encountered a
gale on Decembér 26, 1780, while on her way to Portsmouth, Vir-
ginia,to support the operations of Benedict Arnold in that area, and
was forced to jettison at least some of her armament. 64 Whether
this armament was ever replaced is unknown, nor is it known

whether the vessel was still in Virginia at the time of the battle,

though this appears to have been the case. Her fate is unknown.

Swallow

The Swallow was a schooner used as a dispatch boat by the
Quarter Master General's Department. She mounted two 3-pounders
and four swivels, and was commanded by James Watson. She was

probably in Virginia at the time of the battle.65
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Maria

The Maria was a sloop used as a dispatch boat by the Quarter
Master General's Department. She mounted two 9-pounders, four
3-pounders, and two swivels; she was commanded by Peter Stark.

She was probably in Virginia at the time of the battle, 88

ARMED VESSELS OF THE DEPARTMENT OF LAND FORCES

Defiance

The brig Defiance, attached to the Quarter Master General's
Department, mounted fourteen 18-pounders and two 9-pounders.
She was commanded by Joseph Nash, and survived the battle. She
was used by Villebrune to defend the navigation of the lower Chesa-
peake Bay, during which time she mounted 14 cannon and was com-

manded by M. de Chabon, an Ensign.67

Formidable

The Formidable, a sloop of 80 tons attached to the Quarter
Master General's Department, mounted twelve 18-pounders and two
12-pounders. She was commanded by Nathaniel Horton, and was one
of the vessels which Clinton intended to use for the transportation of
the troops which he had requested of Cornwallis in June, 1781. The
troops never left Virginia, notr did the Formidable . She was still
afloat after the battle, and was used by Villebrune in the summer of

1782 to carry supplies to Baltimore. 68
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Spitfire
The Spitfire , a brig attached to the Quarter Master General's
Department, mounted eight 12-pounders and four 6-pounders. She
was commanded by Roger Pye, and was another of the vessels which
Clinton had planned to use in moving trcops. Her fate in the battle is

unknown. 69

Rambler

The Rambler , a brig attached to the Quarter Master General's
Department, mounted sixteen 6-pounders originally.,70 However,
she was caught in the gale of December 26, 1780, and had to throw
overboard some of her guns. 4 Whether these were replaced or not
is unknown. She, too, was one of the vessels which Clinton planned to

use to move troops. Her fate in the battle is not known.

Susannah
The Susannah is apparently the same vessel as the Suzanne,
which originally mounted at least fourteen 4-pounders. A brief
history of the vessel is related by Boulainvilliers, who took command
of her after the battle:
I have the honor to report to you that the Count de Grasse has
agreed in granting me, after the taking of York, the command
of the brig Suzanne, mounting sixteen cannouns of four. This
vessel was scuttled by the English the day of the capitulation
but happily she sustained very little damage and I had her afloat
again several days later, .
This vessel was one of the mainstays in the small fleet of prizes

which attempted to protect that navigation of the Chesapeake after the

battle.
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Cochran
The Cochran was a three-master of 247 tons, commanded by
Captain Bolton. She was one of the vessels which carried Lord Corn-
wallis and his officers to New York on November 5, 1781, following
the capitulation. TUpon her return to the York River, she was rearmed

and employed in the defense of the Chesapeake Bay.,73

Arno

The information about the Arno comes entirely from the
letter of de Granchain dated October 21, 1781:

As to the cargo of the Arno, it should be returned to the ship-
owner according to the terms of the Capitulation; but the ship
with her rigging and fittings belongs to us. I imagine that the
owner, Guilchrist, will be well prepared to redeem her; you
could propose to him that this ship should be worth at Least one
thousand guineas to him. While waiting you could always take
the brass and tar which she has on board and send it to the
fleet as soon as you can.qyu

North Britain

No further information is available thanthe fact that de Grasse

lists her as a private vessel.

Ennedert and Matheys
Both the Ennedert and the Matheys were Dutch merchantmen
which had been seized by the English prior to the battle. At least one
of them was still afloat after the battle, as de Granchain wrote:
Among the prizes there are two ships which have full cargoes.
That of the retaken hollander belongs to us entirely and I expect
you to lose no time in getting this ship from before York to avoid

claims which are probably ill-founded, but which could perhaps
be embarrassing. 5
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It will be observed in the accounts presented by Villebrune that the
cargo of the "Dutch Ship" was sold in Philadelphia, at a considerable

profit.

Washington

The privateer Washington, mounting 26 guns, was captured
by the Charon during early August, 1781. She is presumed to be the -
same privateer which is mentioned in the rebort given by de Grasse
after the battle.ns Her lieutenant was a Mr. Campbell at the time of
the battle, and he was presumably quite new to the cammand. He
participated in the fire ship attack of September 22, and it was largely
due to him that the attack failed. - She is presumed to have survived

the battle.

Sharp

The Sharp was a three-master of 250 tons which was listed by
Villebrune as having been afloat after the battle. However, she was
still lacking sufficient sailors, sails and cordage to be of use when

Rochambeau was evacuating Virginia in 1782, 78

Worthy

The Worthy, listed by Villebrune as among the vesgsels found
afloat in the York River, was actually one of the vessels captured by:
the French when they arrived in the Chesapeake, and was not engaged

in the battle proper.
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Tempest

In his request for troops from Lord Cornwallis on June 28,
1781, Clinton listed "the Prize Ship Tempest, if she can be unloaded
and fitted without delaying the Transports,."as one of the vessels
which were to carry troops to New York. She appears to have been
captured from the Virginia State Navy within the preceding month.
She mounted sixteen 6-pounders before she was captured; nothing
further is known of her after June, 1781, though it is presumed that

she was present at Yorktown during the battle.ng

The following vessels are mentioned in Villebrune's report of shipping

afloat, but no further information has been Located: Joseph, Arnold,

Recherche, and Liberty.

SLOOPS & SCHOONERS

Peggy

The sloop Peggy was sent out from Yorktown in early Septem-

ber, 1781 under a passport from Captéin Symonds to carry the slaves
and property of certain residents of Yorktown to the Rappahannock
for safekeeping. It is not clear where she came from originally,

but it is presumed that she was a captured local vessel. As of Octo-
ber 12, 1781, she had not been permitted to return to Yorktown, and
her commander, William Hannah, filed a protest with Governor
Nelson. It is not known whether her return was permitted, nor

whether she survived the battle. 80
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