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by which his patrimonial estate became involved, in the construc-
tion of a steam-ship propelled by paddles.! This vessel was
launched and tried on some water in the neighbourhood of Dal-
swinton, nineteen years anterior to the assumed discovery of
Fulton. Mr. Millar offered his ship to the consideration of the
government of the day. As usual, he was treated with indiffer-
ence, and his proposal rejected. He was even unable to obtain
a trial at his own expense. Surprised and disheartened at this
repulse, he took his steamer to Stockholm, and offered it as a
free gift to the Swedish sovereign Gustavus the Third, an en-
terprising, enlightened monarch, with ideas far in advance of his
people and their resources. IIe had a mind active in improve-
ment, but his exchequer was empty. Though he fully appre-
ciated and understood the value of the offering, he had nothing
to bestow in return but a gold snuff-box, with his portrait set
in brilliants, valued at about 3000/.: a modern parallel of the
unequal interchange of civilities between Sarpedon and Glaucus,
in the Iliad. Gustavus promised great results, in case the prin-
ciple of steam should be found applicable to general use. But
soon afterwards, he fell by the hand of Ankerstroem, and no time
was allowed him to profit by the valuable acquisition so disin-
terestedly placed inhis hands. With the king of Sweden’s assassi-
nation ended the dream of Mr, Millar’s life. He returned home
a disappointed and impoverished man, adding one more to the
list of those who have lived to see their reputations filched from
them, and their claims appropriated by undeservers. The writer
of this notice learned the facts here stated from Major Millar of
Dumfries (eldest son of Mr. Millar), in whose possession he saw
the snuff-box and portrait alluded to above—the only beneficial
advantage the family ever derived from the persevering energy
of their ancestor. It is hard to waste time and money in the
enthusiam of scientific pursuit; but it cuts deeper still to be
defrauded of well-earned fame. There is reason to suppose that
the double vexation preyed on the mind and health of Mr.
Millar, and hastened his death.

In 1819, the ‘‘Savannab,” a vessel of only 350 tons burthen,

» See the ¢ Scots Magazine,” for 1788,
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stecamed across the Atlantic in twenty-six days from New York
to Liverpool. She then proceeded to St. Petersburg, and sub-
scquently recrossed the Atlantie, using steam during the three
passages.

In 1825, Captain Johnston received a reward of 10,0001, for
making the first steam-voyage to India, in the ¢ Enterprise,”
which sailed from Falmouth on the 16th of Augustin that year.
This, we believe, was the same skilful and fortunate navigator
of whom it is recorded that, up to November, 1828, he had
traversed the Atlantic in sailing-vessels one hundred and
seventy-two times, without wreck, or capture, or a single .
accident of any kind which incurred a loss to the underwriters
on the ships he commanded.

The “Great Western” arrived at New York, from Bristol, on
the 17th of June, 1828, making the transit in eighteen days,
which is now usually accomplished in half the time. War.
steamers began to be built in England in 1838 ; and in 1840, the
¢ Nemesis,” and ‘‘ Phlegethon”—* devil-ships,” as they were
called by the enemy—did good service during the Chinese war.

The loss of the ‘President,” on her home passage, in the
dreadful gale of March, 1841, for the moment produced a feel-
ing of mistrust as to the permanent efficacy of steam navigation
in situations of extreme peril, and for distant voyages on stormy
seas; but the evil impression rapidly passed away. It was
remembered that the ¢ British Queen” and the Halifax mail-
steamers weathered the hurricane to which the ¢ President ” had
succumbed, and that many of the finest sailing-vessels in the royal
navy and merchant-service had been lost by foundering at sea.
The instance of the “President” was an isolated casualty, and
not a test upon which to establish a general rule. Gigantic as
that steamer was considered at the time, she bore no comparison
to the dimensions of the ‘‘ Himalaya,” and the latter sinks into
a dwarf by the side of the * Great Eastern.”

Between the years 1842 and 1845, her Majesty’s steam-sloop,
“Driver,” commanded by Captains Harmer and Hayes, per-
formed the circumnavigation of the globe. While we are
writing, in 1859, the navies of all the leading nations of the
civilized world are principally composed of steamers on the
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most improved principles. Iron and the screw are rapidly
superseding the old ribs of oak and the recent paddle.

It was expected that the late Russian quarrel would afford an
opportunity of testing steam tactics in a general engagement ;
but the foe of the moment was too wary to risk the result. He
preferred sinking his own ships at the eleventh hour to the
chances of battle. TFor himself he took, perhaps, the wisest
course; but when our hands were in, our blood warmed, and
leavy war expenses incurred, it would have been more satis-
factory for England if the problem had then been decided.

Sir Howard Douglas, in an able and scientific work, ¢ On
Naval Warfare with Steam,” published shortly before the
close of 1858, has, in addition to much valuable information,
suggested some admirable rules for the future movements of
fleets. His theory, that military manceuvres and prineiples will
come largely into play in future naval operations, is soundly
based, and so clearly demonstrated, that he must be a hardy
casuist who would undertake to refute it. The same view had.
been previously taken by a distinguished naval officer, Admiral
Jowles, in a tract published in 1846, entitled an ‘Essay on
Naval Tactics.” To these high authorities may be added that
of Captain Dalgren of the United States Navy. Several French
writers, amongst others, Labrouse, Paixhans, and De La Graviere,
as early as 1843, delivered very explicit opinions that the
cemployment of steam as a moving power would be attended
with results beneficial to the nations of the Continent, while it
will operate to the disadvantage of Great Britain—a hasty
inference which Englishmen will not be disposed to admit. The
wealth, population, and resources of England, her national spirit,
her enterprise, her nautical science, and mechanical ingenuity,
have neither remained stationary nor declined while those of
other nations have gone on improving. On the contrary, they
have advanced in more than an equal ratio. Why then is it to
be supposed that the superior tactical skill of our commanders,
50 eminently displayed before the adoption of steam, should
suddenly fail them under the influence of a newly-discovered
and more manageable implement of warfare? The conclusion
is ‘““a thing devised by the enemy.”
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Lord Nelson, in his two splendid victories of the Nile and
Trafalgar, won both by doubling upon his adversaries, and by
bringing, witheut aggregate superiority of force, a concentrated
power upon a given point, thus dividing the strength opposed to
him, and beating it in detail. He could have executed these
brilliant manoeuvres with more precision had steam been used in
his day; but it is unlikely that such advantages will again be
offcred to an attacking fleet. At the Nile, the French remained
passively at anchor: at Trafalgar, the Franco-Spanish fleet,
was drawn up in a double line, slightly verging towards a
curve; so that when that formation was trisected by the two
advancing columns of the English, the rear ships were placed out
of condition to succour those in the van and centre within the
required time. The wind was light, and the speed of Lord
Nelsen’s fleet scarcely exceeded a mile and a half in the hour.
This tardy pace subjected them to a long and heavy fire before
they could get into action, which steam wonld have prevented.
The ¢ Victory,” Nelson’s flag-ship, leading the weather-column,
was exposed to some hundreds of heavy guns during forty
minutes before she reached the opposing line, or returned a shot.
Steam also has another important advantage: it liberates the
greater portion of the crew for the exclusive service of the guns.
T'he old system of ships ranging up alongside of cach other and
exchanging broadsides at close quarters is not likely to happen
again. It is more than probable that they would go down
reciprocally, if at all equal in force, under a single discharge.
The oblique, and not the direct order of battle must be snbsti-
tuted. The effect of such a mode of attack will depend much
on the speed of the ships, and more on the talent of the com-
manding admiral. This plan requires a perfect knowledge of the
most effective military manceuvres which the annals of war
supply for study and practical application. The oblique order, as
already stated, consists in concentrating a superior force, at the
critical moment, against the tlank or centre of the eremy, and
throwing him into confusion, from which time must never be
given to him to recover. This decisive movement was first
practised by Epaminondas, the Theban general, at Leuctra and
Mantinea; and thus he overthrew the best troops of ancient
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Greece, the disciplined and, until then, invincible Spartans,
Alexander, upon the same principle, won his conclusive victory
at Arbela, against Darius; and in modern times Gustavus
Adolphus, Frederick the Great, and Napoleon the First, illus-
trated its overpowering efficacy on many brilliant fields.

With the aid of steam, this system becomes even more avail-
able at sea than on shore, for where there is no inequality of
ground or natural impediment, and speed is open to certain
calculation, the incidental difficulties are diminished in propor-
tion. But, again, the success of steam warfare must depend
quite as much upon the relative abilities of the contending com-
manders as upon the courage or discipline of the men. Sir
Tioward Douglas’s remarks on this particular point are worthy
of repetition.!—‘‘ It may appear to some that in future naval
Dbattles there will be no attacks by fleets advancing directly in
divisions of ships arrayed in line ahead on the broadside batteries
of an enemy’s fleet, as at Trafalgar, and that there will be no
repetition of such a battle as that in Aboukir Bay. This would
tend to show that the new system of naval warfare will put an
end to that bold, resolute, and audacious mode of action, which
was the wont of the British navy. But this will not be the
case. It is true that in the present very improved state of
naval gunnery, such a mode of attack as that adopted at
Trafalgar could not be made without seriously crippling the
attacking fleet, before it could close with the enemy; and it is
not probable that so faulty a formation as that of the French
fleet in Aboukir Bay will again occur. DBut our officers,
imbued with the resources of tactical science and nautical skill,
and our men able and ardent to egiry out, with unflinching
courage, their commands, will nevertheless find in steam war-
fare ample opportunities for acting in that vigorous and bold
manner which has ever been congenial to the spirit of British
seamen.”

The peace advocates, who hailed the Great Exhibition of 1851
as the inauguration of universal harmony, a shutting of the
temple of Janus, never to be reopened, are sadly mistaken in their

See « Nayal Warfare with Steam,” p. 114,
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anticipations. At this moment continental Europe bristles with
bayonets, and the anvil of the armourer smothers up the gentler
cadence of the loom, the shuttle, and the spinning-wheel. In
trade-loving America, the thirst for annexation has inspired a
rabid appetite for glory not likely to be quenched until they
find what a heavy outlay is inseparably attached to the com-
modity they covet. With the French, the love of glory is in-
digenous ; it is the breath of their nostrils, the essence of their
being. An army of 500,000 men, rusting in country-quarters—
baited, but not fed, with field-days and reviews, with small
pay, less promotion, and no prize-money—are not likely to be
satisfied long in their profitless inactivity. Italy, for choice, is
their secret aspiration; but England, rather than no war at all.
How long will the Emperor Napoleon, supposing him to be wise
and honourable, faithful to his treaties and just to his people,
be able to restrain the army on whom he depends? Or how
long will he be restrained by the force of European opinion ?
These are delicate questions not easily answered.

““The navies of Europe and America,” says Sir Howard
Douglas (Introduction, pp.11 and 12,) ¢ have so inereased in the
number and strength of the ships, and their personnel—in all
that relates to the service and practice of war—that in a future
contest, the sea will become the theatre of events more im-
portant and decisive than have ever yet been witnessed.

“The efforts of our nearest continental neighbours have been
particularly directed, during the last nine years, to: the re-
attainment of that rank and consideration which their nation
formerly held among the naval powers of the world; and,
admitting this to be a just and laudable policy for France to
pursue, Great Britain should at the same time keep steadily
in view the measures now being carried out in that country,
conformably to the recommendation of the Commission of
Inquiry of 1849, and must take corresponding measures to
increase in due proportion the power, efficiency, and numerical
strength of her naval forces, in order to maintain her present
position. Thus the naval arsenals of two great nations in
alliance with each other, one of them compelled by a necessity
of the first and highest order,—that of providing effectually for
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its own sccurity,—are resounding with the din of warlike pre-
parations, while both might be participating in the financial
advantages and social benefits of a sound and lasting peace.”

The position is unpleasant, but inevitable. With a restless
neighbour armed to the teeth, and within a few hours’ sail
of our shores, we have no certain security but in preparation ;
and however expensive the alternative may be, preparation is a
thousand times better than surprise. Let England be on the
alert, and she has no occasion to fear attack from any power or
powers that may unite against her. At the commencement of
the Crimean campaign we suffered fearfully for want of foresight.
Before the fall of Sebastopol, we had gained our second wind,
and could have gone on for ever. But why should we strain
our quality of endurance by such unnecessary trials? May our
statesmen profit by example, and avoid such costly mistakes in
future ! A strong Channel fleet, equal to any that can be equipped
against us, and in constant exercise, with an ample reserve of
gun-boats and mortar-vessels, will constitute a better chain of
coast-defences than a triple wall of fortifications, if such could
be erected, from the mouth of the Thames to the Lizard Point.
Much has appeared from time to time, in responsible print, as to
three formidable divisions of fifty thousand men each, convoyed
by fleets of corresponding power, simultaneously colleeted and
thrown at the same moment on distinet points of England,
Scotland, and Ireland. A comprehensive plan of invasion,
which supposes every possible contingency in the chapter of
accidents to be combined against us, and not one to operate in
our favour. The argument, like Touchstone’s ill-roasted egg,
is ‘“all on one side;” the enterprise clearly impossible. Let the
French expend millions upon millions on the fortifications of
Cherbourg, either as a haven of refuge, or a hostile rendezvous.
Cherbourg cannot cross the channel on a foggy night, to take
Portsmouth by a coup-de-main ; while Alderney is a well-placed
outpost, an eye looking into the hostile cump to warn us of
collecting danger.

If an army destined to invade another country escapes the
opposing fleet, a landing can be effected at any chosen point.
The history of all ages establishes this fact. But in the case of
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: AUTHOR’S PREFACE,

Tar flattering reception given to the first edition of this work
again calls me before the public. Having no prepossessing
adjunct to annex to my name in the title-page—no word, nor even
letter, to denote the slightest connexion between that name
and the professional subject treated of in these pages—I may
be permitted to state my motives for undertaking a task of
such apparent difficulty to a lJandman as a narrative of naval
actions.

It is now upwards of thirteen years since the subject first
engaged my attention. I was then a prisoner, or détenu, in the
United States of America, and recollect, as if it were but
yesterday, the impression made on my mind by the news of the
Guerriére’s capture. Having, during a few years’ practice as a
proctor in the island of Jamaica, learnt not to place implicit
reliance upon what an American swore, much less upon what
lie loosely asserted, I expected, very naturally, to derive con-
solation from the result of an inquiry into the actual force—in
guns, in men, and in size—of the contending frigates. My
acquaintance, while professionally employed, with many matters
relating to ships, facilitated my labcurs: and the degree of
intercourse, which had necessarily subsisted between several
officers of the British navy and myself, gave, I confess, a spur
to my exertions. ‘

I soon ascertained that offieial letter-writing, so far from
being a fair representation of facts, was a political engine made
use of by the Government to draw reernits to the army from the
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‘Western States, to render the war popular throughout the Union,
and to inspire the nations of Europe with a favourable opinion
of the martial character of the United States. I found that,
although the Republic was divided into two parties, democrats
and federalists, the latter would only scrutinize or call in
question the statements of the former when the deeds of the
army were recounted; but that the most extravagant asser-
tions, made by the Government or democratic party on behalf
of the navy, received the stanch support of the federal or,
misnamed, English party. As far, therefore, as related to
the exploits of the American navy, the whole press of the
Republie, from Maine to Florida, and from the Atlantic frontier
to Louisiana, co-operated in furthering the views of the Govern-
ment. Had these exaggerated accounts deluded the people
of the United States only, the consequences would have been
comparatively trifling ; but, as if Buonaparte was the only
potentate who could issue false bulletins, or that an official
document, simply because it was drawn up in the English
language, must be received as a truism by the English people,
the press of this country unsuspectingly lent its aid in degrad-
ing the character of its own navy, and in exalting that of the
United States.

‘While residing in an enemy’s country, I could do little else in
the matter on which my mind was bent than collect materials
to be used at a future day. I did, however, manage to get
inserted in some of the American journals a few paragraphs,
setting right the comparative force in one or two of the actions,
and had afterwards the pleasure to see those paragraphs copied
into a London journal, as admissions extorted from the Ameri-
cans themselves. At length my zeal nearly betrayed me; and
I was on the eve of being sent to the interior, when I effected
my escape, and arrived, in the latter end of the year 1813, at
Halifax, Nova Scotia.

I there became a gratuitous contributor to the only news-
paper of the three which could be called an English one, and
published, from time to time, accounts of the different naval
actions with the Americans; showing the exact force and
dimensions of their ships, and communicating to the colonial
public many novel and important facts. I also transmitted
several letters on the subjeet to Iingland ; and they afterwards
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appeared in the Naval Chronicle. In March, 1816, I published
a pamphlet, “ An Inquiry into the merits of the principal Naval
Actions between Great Britain and the United States, &c.” and
inscribed it as an ¢ humble appeal to the understandings of the
loyal inhabitants of his majesty’s North-American provinces.”
In the succeeding June I arrived in England ; and, in about a
twelvemonth afterwards, I published a single octavo volume,
entitled, “ A Fulland Correct Account of the Naval Occurrences
of the late War between Great Britain and the United States.”
Tn June, 1818, I was induced to publish a work, in two volumes
octavo, on the “Military Occurrences” of the same war; and
in the latter end of that year, or the beginning of 1819, I formed
the resolution, the presumptuous resolution, as I now think, of
writing a narrative of the different naval actions fought between
Great Britain and her enemies since the declaration of war by
France in February, 1793.

Of that work, in its present amended state, I am now to
speak. In the ‘‘Introduction,” I have endeavoured to make
the unprofessional reader acquainted with the rise and growth
of the Dritish navy; with the ancient as well as the modern
armaments of the ships composing it; with the same respecting
the ships of foreign navies ; and, in short, with every other par-
ticular that I thought would assist him in understanding details,
among which, to avoid too frequent a recurrence to paraphrase,
I have been obliged to intersperse a great many technical terms.
In order, however, to lessen the inconvenience arising from that
circumstance, I have given a ‘ Glossary of sea-terms,” extracted
chiefly from Falconer and Darcy Lever; and which Glossary,
as it at present stands, is far more copious than it was in the
old edition.

The main subject of the work I have divided into annual
periods, and have subdivided each year’s proceedings into three
instead of, as formerly, four principal heads: BririsE axD
FRENCH OR OTHER FOREIGN FLEETS; LIGHT SQUADRONS AND
SINGLE SHIPS ; AND COLONIAL EXPEDITIONS.

Under the first head, the leading subject for the current year
is invariably the state of the British navy. Some account of
the navy of the opposite belligerent is then given; and, after
that, the proceedings of the rival fleets. This head takes in all
expeditions that are not of a colonial nature, the operations of
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may be considered novel, if not, in an unprofessional writer,
presumptuous. Where such strictures appear, the grounds of
them also appear; and it would be as impossible for a rational
mind to overlook, as it would be degrading for an independent
one to withhold, the fair conclusion. If, notwithstanding my
endeavours to be accurate, I have in any case argued from wrong
data, and thus unintentionally committed injustice, I shall be
ready to make the best atonement in my power. But who is
so weak as to expect that, because among the attributes of a
profession gallantry ranks as one, no member of that profession
can be otherwise than gallant? Is it any reflection upon the
army or the navy to say, that this gencral has nothing of the
soldier about him but his gait; or that that admiral displays
no trait of the genuine tar but his sea-phrases? I feel a satis-
faction, however, in being able to declare, that no material
misstatement has been charged to me in the first edition of this
work ; and yet, I neither spared the high, where facts told
against them, nor refused my humble aid to the low, where their
claims had been disregarded, and blustering assurance allowed
to usurp the rights of modest merit.

There may be persons who consider, that a compilation of
official letters from the ‘‘ London Gazette,” properly headed and
arranged, would form the best Naval Iistory that could be
written. As I have not only omitted to give one of those letters
entire, but have amended some, flatly contradicted others, and
enlarged upon the remainder, it becomes me to show upon what
grounds I, a private individual, have taken such liberties with
documents that, as being official, are usually held too sacred
to have their contents called in question. Beginning with the
fleet actions, let the reader refer to Lord Howe's letter. Tt
contains two misstatements: one, that a French ship of the
line was captured in the night of the 28th of May; the other,
that a ¥rench ship of the line was sunk during the engagement
of the 1st of June. No doubt his lordship firmly believed
what he stated, for a more honourable man did not exist.
Lord Howe gives a sketch of the day’s proeceedings, and, for
further information, refers to the bearer of his despatches,
Captain Sir Roger Curtis. That sketch of the action may be
comprised in three or four pages; while the details I have given
fill 90 pages. Look, also, at the misstatcments in Lord Colk



xxvi AUTHOR’S PREFACE.

lingwood’s letter respecting the battle of T'rafalgar. Compa.e
that brief letter with my account, which occupies nearly 140
pages. Y might refer, in a similar way, to every other general
action of the two wars.

‘With respect to single-ship actions, the official accounts of
them ure also very imperfect. The letters are generally written
an hour or so after the termination of the contest, and of course
before the captain has well recovered from the fatigue and
flurry it occasioned. Many captains are far more expert at the
sword than at the pen, and would sooner fight an action than
write the particulars of one. I know a case where, after an
officer had written a clear and explicit account of an-important
operation he had been engaged in, his commander-in-chief sem
him Dback his letter to shorten. In consequence of this, the
gazette-letter was not only brief, but unintelligible. If you are
informed how long the action lasted, you seldom can learn at
what hour it began or ended. As to the state of the wind, that
is scarcely ever noticed. The name of the captured ship is
given, and, now and then, the name of her commander ; her
numerical force in guns; also their calibers, generally when
equal or superior, but less frequently when inferior, to those of
the captor. The force of the British ship, being known to the
Board of Admiralty, is left to be guessed at by the public, or
partially gathered from Steel. Moreover, whatever may have
been the mistakes or omissions in an official account, no supple-
mentary account, unless it relatesto a return of loss, is put forth
to rectify or supply them.!

But even the minuteness of my accounts has given rise to
objections. That trite maxim of expediency, *Truth is not at
all times to be spoken,” has been held up against me; and I
have been blamed for removing the delusion, which the now no
longer existing difference between the rated and the real force
of & British ship of war had so long imposed upon the public.
If, in showing that a certain frigate, instead of mounting, as
was supposed, 38 guns, mounted 46, I leave to be inferred, that
her captain did not deserve to be knighted for having captured
a French frigate of 44 guns, I confer a benefit-on the British

1 Two exceptions ocenr to me: one,  a letter from Vice-admiral Bertie, supply-
Captain Biackwood's letter, amending  ing the omission of the name of the Menc-
J.0ord Collingwood's respecting the prizes  laus among the ships stated as present at
made at the battle of Trafalgar; the other, the capture of the Isle of France,
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navy ; I assist to exalt, rather than to debase, the martial cha-
racter of the nation. For instance, a French war breaks out
to-morrow, and this same British frigate captures a French
frigate of 44 guns. Is her captain knighted? No. Why?
Because his ship is a 46, his opponent’s only a 44, gun frigate.
'I'he natior at large, 1.0t knowing that the old 38 and the new
46 gun frigate were armed precisely alike, that, in fact, they
were the same ship, exclaims, that the British navy is not what
it was; that it now requires a 46-gun frigate to perform as
much as, 25 years ago, was performed by a 38-gun frigate. It
is the explanations I give which place the two actions upon a
par; explanations due no less to truth than to the rising gene-
ration of Nelsons, who require but the opportunity to be afforded
them to emulate, perhaps to outshine, the bravest of those that
have gone before them.

Let not the reader imagine, because in the ensuing pages the
veil may be drawn farther aside than has been customary, that
he will find less to admire in the performances of the British
navy. Far from it. Some hundreds of cases are here recorded,
that are not to be found in any other publication of the kind;
and even in many of those cases which have appeared before,
my researches have enabled me to add particulars, calculated
to raise the action to a still higher rank in the annals of the
British navy.

T cannot recollect an instance where a British officer, of tried
valour, has dissented from the opinion, that every justice ought
to be done to the exertions of an enemy ; and yet, I regret to
say, there are officers, as well as others, who have objected to
my work because it is too Frenchified. Such illiberal opinions
I value as nought. Nay, in direct opposition to their spirit, T
am gratified in reflecting, that I have shown an impartiality
which will exonerate me from Hume's sweeping charge, that,
‘“in relations of sea-fights, writers of the hostile nations take a
pleasure in exalting their own advantages, and suppressing
those of the enemy.” I feel, also, a degree of pride in the
proefs T have afforded, that a man may write an impartial naval
history, and yet belong to the country the most conspicuous in
it. I esteem the brave of every naifon; but I glory in recount-
ing the exploits, and in celebrating the renown, of the brave of
my own. And I shall not, I trust, be considered less patriotic
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than the historian who says, “I confess, I love England,”
because T will not go the length of saying also with him, “and
I hate her enemies.” !

Could I have persuaded myself to make those ‘ authentic
and valuable works,” the ¢ Annual Registers,” ? rather than the
log-books of ships and the official accounts on both sides, the
groundwork of my statements, I should have escaped both the
troublesome task of seeking particulars, and the unpleasant one
of passing censure. 'The fullness of my details would not have
obliged me to violate historical unity, by dividing my subject
into so many distinct heads; nor need I have run the risk of
tiring the reader with the minuteness, nor of displeasing him
with the technicality, of my descriptions. I should have cared
less about the truth and originality, than about the easy flow
and the ¢ patriotic,” which, in plain English, means the partial,
tendency of my narrative; and, instead of employing five or six
years, I should scarcely have taken twice as many months, to
bring my labours to a conclusion. He who is best read on
naval subjects can best appreciate the extent of my researches
for matter that is novel. The accuracy of my statements, a yet
more important point, can best be determined by those who
were engaged in the services I profess to narrate. Of the many
accounts of sea-fights to be found in these pages, there is not
one but contains something original, something which has never
before been in print, if it is only the state of the wind, the
name of the foreign captain, or the particulars of the force
mounted by the contending ships.

When I look upon the pile of letters, full 300 in number, the
contents of which have so enriched these volumes, I cannot but
feel grateful to the writers, many of whom are of the first rank
and distinction in the navy; and I beg them individually te
accept my acknowledgments. Several of the writers betray an
unwillingness to disclose facts creditable to themselves, and
others strictly enjoin me, rather to under, than to ovor, rate
their performances. Much, too, as I had calculated upon volun-
tary communications (having in my Prospectus requested in-
formation of the profession at large), 20 or 30 unsolicited letters
are all that I have received. Nor were the remaining letters
replies to a circular requesting information generally, but

1 Bisset. 2 Preface to Brenton, p. vi.
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answers to a string of questions, leading directly to the point in
doubt. In stating that upwards of 80 of my letters remain at
this hour unanswered, I shall perhaps be excused for some of
the omissions that may discover themselves in the work. A
few of those letters have probably miscarried, and others may
have given offence. One captain, indeed, was candid enough
to tell me why he refused the least particle of information: he
did not like the freedom of my remarks npon excessive flogging.
Let me assure him that, on a review of my past labours, there
is no part I would wish less to retract, or even soften down,
than that which, to my regret, has provoked his anger.

The celebrated author of the ¢ Decline and Fall of Rome,” in
the Preface to his first octavo edition, says: “ Some alterations
and improvements had presented themselves to my mind, but I
was unwilling to injure or offend the purchasers of the preceding
edition.” This appears to me to be the excuse of an author
who either is weary of his subject, or who feels that he is
already seated upon the highest pinnacle of fame. As I am
still fondly attached to my subject, and have yet my fame (such
as it ever will be) to make, no cause exists to divert me from
what I conceive to be my bounden duty to the public, to give
the most full and accurate account in my power of the naval
events of the period embraced by my work.

The improvements I have been enabled to make in this
edition are, for the most part, highly important. Such of those
improvements as relate to the heads under which the narrative
is carried on have already been described. Nearly the whole
of the tabular matter in each volume has been transferred to an
Appendix at the end; where, also, the Annual Abstracts of the
British navy are now placed, instead of being put up in a sepa-
rate quarto volume. The notes have almost all been incor-
porated with the text; and subjects connected in interest, but
disunited in the former mode of arrangement, have been brought
together. All the accounts have been revised, and many of
them greatly enlarged. Upwards of 200 cases, chiefly boat
and shore attacks, have been added to this edition. Ameong
the improvements, is an epitome, under the head of CoNrTexTs,
of each year’s proceedings, with a reference to the page at
which the action or case is to be found.

In other naval histories, the name ot the English captain is

VOL. 1. c y
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not always added to that of the ship he commands; and even
when it is added, the christian name is seldom given. With
respect to French captains, the omission of their names is gene-
rally preferable to the attempt to insert them; because almost
invariably they are so misspelt, as to defeat every purpose of
identity. In both these points, I was particularly careful in the
first edition of this work; and I have in the present edition,
at incalculable pains, inserted the christian and surname of
every first-lieutenant in an action of note; of every officer killed
and wounded in any action whatever; of every officer present
(where obtainable) in any attack by boats, or in operations
against the enemy on shore. When it is known that these
names comprise some thousands, that the surnames of part
only, and the christian names of scarcely any, are to be found
in the gazette-letters, some idea may be formed of the diffi-
culties I have experienced in consummating this part of my
new plan. I will venture to say, that the Board of Admiralty
themselves would have found considerable difficulty in adding
the proper christian names to such a mass of surnames. A few
christian names, and a few only, I have been obliged to leave in
blank, and in others I may have erred; but I have used my
utmost endeavours to be accurate in all. TLet me here mention,
that the London Gazette contains a great many misprinted
names; and that its Index of “ State Intelligence ” is extremely
imperfect and erroneous.

To render this new system of nomenclature of increased
practical benefit, as well to the public at large as to the junior
class of DBritish naval officers, to do justice to whose gallant
exertions was my chief motive in planning it, I have caused a
list to be made of all the names, with the volume, year, and
page in which they occur, and the progressive rank of the
officer. Pardon me, reader, if I now descend, for a moment,
from the station of the author, to give expression to feelings of
rather a personal nature. To an affectionate partner, who has
shared my anxiety in executing this arduous and protracted
work, as well as incurred some of the danger consequent upon
it, T am indebted for the Index of both the present and the pre-
ceding editions. The labour of the undertaking is manifest;
and its accuracy will, I trust, be equally evident when there is
occasion to refer to it.
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In the Index to the last three volumes of the old edition, the
names of the ships, as well as of the officers, appear; and, iu
my Prospectus of the new edition, I promised that the ships
should form part of the Index to the present work. By the
time, however, that the first three volumes had been gone over,
the quantity of index matter was so great, that I decided to
omit the ships; the rather, as no ship, no British ship at least,
except in a single instance or so, is named in the work without
her captain or commander being also named.

For their novelty as well as their utility, the Diagrams will
perhaps be considered the most important improvement in the
work. I wish they had been more numerous; but I found it
impracticable to extend the number, and at the same time pre-
serve that accuracy without which the diagram would obscure,
rather than illustrate, the letter-press. Although, with one or
two cxceptions, not finished guite so well as I could desire,
these woodcuts have greatly increased the cost, but without
adding one shilling to the price, of the book.

The greater portion of the sixth volume is made up of the
operations of the late American war, which, for the want of
room, I was obliged to omit in the preceding edition. Here it
is, I fear, that my zeal in the cause of truth, my wish, my deter-
mination to expose, as far as I am able, all counterfeit claims to '
renown in naval warfare, will subject me to the charge of national
prejudice.  Confident, however, that I have, in no instance,
swerved from that impartiality which gives to these pages their
principal value, T must console myself with the reflection, that
those who charge me with being too severe in my strictures
upon the officers and people of the United States, have never
had an opportunity of forming a judgment of the American
character. Yor the edification of such persons I subjoin a brief
account of the frontispiece of an American naval work, pub-
lished at that which is reputed to be the most Anglican of all
the cities of the republic, Boston.

‘We are to suppose that the genins of America, having by
some means got possession of old Neptune’s car and trident,
along with a pair of prancing sea-nags, is desirous to take an
airing on the deep. Behold her, then, as she dashes through
the waves, pointing with the trident, by her degraded into a
staff for the national colours to some medallions of American
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worthies, fantastically stuck upon a monument, whose founda-
tion, seemingly, is no other than the froth and foam which the
lady herself has just kicked up. Wreaths of laurel, sea-gods,
and a towering eagle, find appropriate places in the design.
Upon the pedestal are the names of ‘ Maxny, TrRUXTON,
JoxEes,! PrERLE, BaRNEY, LiTLLE, BARRY;’ and the pillar is
ornamented with the medallions of ¢ HuwLy, Joxgs,2 DECATUR,
BainsripeE, STEWART, LAWRENCE, PERRY, MacDONOUGH ;” and
at the top, with the names of *PorrER, BLAKELY, BipDLE.”
Several other medallions present their backs to us: they
probably represent ‘‘ Warrington, Burrows, Chauncey, Elliott,
Angus, Tarbell, Thomas ap Catesby Jones,” &c. &e. Nor has
our old friend Commodore Rodgers been entirely forgotten,
although rather shabbily treated, by having only “eErs” of his
name, and but one of his shoulders, thrust into view. In front
of the car is a sort of raft, bearing pieces of cannon, mortars,
shells, shot, &c. ; but we search in vain for any of those chain and
bar shot which the Americans employed with so much advantage
in their warfare against the DBritish. Upon the whole, no one,
except an American, will consider as inapplicable to the design
the following words of Mr, Addison: *“One kind of builesque
represents mean persons in the accoutrements of heroes.”

Previously to the late war with the United States, persons in
this country were in the habit of exclaiming against “ French
boasting,” ‘French misrepresentation,” and ¢ French impu-
dence.”” My analysis of the American accounts has already, 1
trust, sufficiently shown that, in the art of boasting and mis-
representing, the French could never compete with the Ame-
ricans ; and I will now make it equally clear, that, in impudence
also, our neighbours must yield up the palm.

‘Within this weck or two, an American bookseller, domiciled
in London, has been trying to serve the cause of his country by
practising a trick upon the gullible portion of this. He has put
forth, in a neat octavo volume, a ‘ History of the United States,
from their first settlement as colonies, to the close of the war
with Great Britain, in 1815.” Of that part of the work which
relates to the late war I shall only speak, and I do pronounce
it as barefaced a calumny against England as ever issued from
the American press. The writer, whoever he is, for he scems to

I Paw, 2 Jacob.
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have been ashamed to tell his name, has found the misstatements
in the American official accounts too moderate for his purpose:
he has culled his choice collection of “facts” from the most
violent party-papers in the United States; papers written when
therc was a fresh exciting cause to plead as some excuse for
wisrepresentation and invective ; papers from which an Ameri-
can writer with a name would not, at this day, venture to draw
his materials, even had he no other than an American public
to please.

This genuine, but anonymous American writer, comes, or pro-
bably sends, here to tell us (p. 385), that the attack by the
President upon the Little Belt, was ‘‘insolence deservedly
punished ;” that (p. 397) ¢ the Wasp, of 18 guns, captured the
Frolic of 22,” and that ‘“in this action the Americans obtained
a victory over force decidedly superior ;” that (p. 405) ¢ Admiral
Cockburn, departing from the usual modes of honourable war-
fare, directed his efforts principally against unoffending citizens
and peaceful villages,” and that ‘‘ the farm-houses and gentle-
men’s seats near the shore were plundered, and the cattic driven
away or wantonly slaughtered ;” that (p. 406) ¢ the Hornet met
and captured the British Peacock, of about equal force ;” that
(p. 411) Commodore Perry’s victory on lake Erie ¢ was achieved
over a superior force;” that (p.415) ‘ Commodore Chauncey
upon lake Ontario repeatedly offered battle to the enemy’s
squadron, which was superior in force ; but Sir James Yeo, the
British commander, intimidated by the result of the battle on
lake Erie, retired before him ;” that (p. 425) “ Commodore

- Downie’s squadron on lake Champlain carried 95 guns, and
was manned with upwards of 1000 men, and that Commodore
M‘Donough’s carried 86 guns, and was manned with 820
men;’ that (p. 426) “the American sloop Peacock captured
the Epervier, of equal force ;” and that ¢ the sloop Wasp cap~
tured the Reindeer, and afterwards in the same cruise sunk the
Avon, each of superior force;” that (p. 437) ¢ the Constitution
captured the Cyane and Levant, whose forces united were
superior to hers; and the sloop Hornet captured the brig Pen-
guin, stronger in guns and men than the victor.”

The worst is, that, for anything appearing to the contrary,
these statements are contained in an English work; and I should
not be surprised, if the ¢“North-American Review ” were by-



XXx1v AUTHOR’S PREFACE.

and-by to quote them, as admissions extorted from an English
author of note, who had some special reason for concealing his
name. It isto be hoped thatthe more influential of the English
‘reviews will give a trimming to the only party whose name
appears to this work, for his impudent attempt to palm upon
the English public a book of lies and trash, for a book of
‘“history.” Unfortunately, the reprobatien of the work may
answer the publisher’s purpose as effectually as the praise of
it; and he is chuckling to himself as he reads this, to think
that even I shall put into his pocket some * pretty considerable
amount in British coin for his libels upon British character.

Between the publication of the first and second parts of the
former edition of my work, two volumes of another ¢ Naval
History ’’ made their appearance before the British public. I
discovered inaccuracies, but I abstained from noticing them,
because the author had not completed his undertaking, and
might, in his succeeding volumes, correct them himself. The
whole work has since been published; and I have felt myself
juite at liberty to discuss its merits : nay, I was bound to do
£0 in my own justification, for who is there, when a naval occur-
zence is related differently by an unprofessional and a profes-
sional writer, that will not pin faith upon the latter? Iam not
such a hypocrite as to disown, that I derive a satisfaction from
the comparison of Captain Brenton’s work with my own, short
as even that falls of what my wishes would have made it. And
yet, how often have I longed for the experience of a pest-captain
of 20 years’ standing, for some of those * great opportunities for
obtaining the most correct information ” enjoyed by my contem-
porary. Captain Brenton could go to the club-rooms and con-
vivial meetings of his brother-officers, and collect his facts from
among them; while for a single fact, often of dubious import-
ance, I had to address myself to a stranger ; one, perhaps, who
thought so meanly of my abilities for the task I had under-
taken, that he would not deign to send me a reply.

I hope, therefore, that those of the naval profession, who have
felt, or who may feel, disposed to bear hard upon me for the in-
accuracies they discover, or the strictures they dislike, will re-
flect upon the fallibilities of a naval historian of their own body.
Let them consider, that any three of my six volumes contain
more matter pertaining to naval history, than the five volumes



AUTHOR’S PREFACE. XXXV

of Captain Brenton. Letthem make some allowance for the
increased quantity of detail in my work, as well as for the in-
creased liability to err, which T have thus brought upon myself.
Let those, also, who may prefer the style of my contemporary to
mine, reflect how much easier it is for a writer, who skims over
the surfaces of things and finds little or nothing to start at, to
construct well-turned periods, than a writer, who dips deeply
into his subject, and stops every now and then to investigate a
disputed fact. Finally, whatever literary aid Captain Brenton
may have received, I can conscientiously say with Gibbon,
“1. My rough manuscript, without any intermediate copy, has
been sent to press. 2. Not a sheet has been seen by any
human eyes, excepting those of the author and the printer: tho
faults and merits are exclusively my own.”

It is now upwards of eighteen months since I announced an
intention of printing a new edition of my Naval History, and re-
quested to have transmitted to me any corrections necessary to
be made in the statements of the former edition. T expended
upwards of fifty pounds in advertisements, urging naval officers
to assist me in rendering my forthcoming work worthy of them
and of the country. Consequently, T do not feel myself
answerable for any misstatements which appeared in the old,
and may reappear in the present edition. I trust, however, that
there are very few of them. Two or three officers, who have
never applied to me directly or indirectly, will find that I have
corrected errors which had crept in respecting them, and have
expressed my regret that those errors should have occurred.
On the other hand, some of the most noisy claimants for redress
will wish they had remained silent: justice, however, was all
they could expect, and justice I hope T have done them.

1 have still a trifling topic to touch upon. One evening at
eight o’clock, my publishers sent me down two pretty little
wide-printed volumes. The title of “Naval Sketch-book,” and
that by “ An officer of rank,” made me regret that the work had
not appeared a twelvemonth earlier, in order that T might have
profited by the naval information I expected to find within it.
At the very first thumbful of leaves I turned over, my heart al-
most leaped into my mouth ; for I read as follows: ¢ Incon-
sistencies, Infidelities, and Fallacies of James.” Here was a
plurality of faults! T presently discovered that T, or my printer
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for me, had made use of main instead of mizen, but that the
¢ officer of rank ” had overlooked the circumstance of my having
corrected the mistake in the ErraTA ; and that, on another oc-
casion, I had accidentally made an inappropriate use of the
term bear up. As these little slips would not justify the heavy
imputation cast upon me in the “ Contents,” T went through the
work, and was pleased to find that, having no specific charge to
bring forward, the author could only vent his spleen in general
abuse of me and my work. T saw clearly, that the ¢ officer of
rank”’ was not what he pretended to be, any more than the
sixpenny scribe noticed by him was ¢ Capt. William Goldsmith,
R.N.” Before one o’clock the next afternoon, I traced the
¢ officer of rank” through every ship he had served in, and
found that, in 1793, when my work commences, he was just
breeched; that seven years afterwards he entered the British
navy; and that, at the battle of Algiers, in August, 1816, ho
had been not quite eight years a lieutenant. I may add, that,
although many a boatswain’s name does, the name of the
¢ officer of rank ” does not, appear in these pages.

The “ officer of rank” made his virulent attack upon me a
full twelvemonth after T had announced a new and improved
edition as being in the press; but as regarded him, I staid my
¢ corrective ” pen, the moment I discovered that a new edition
of the ¢ Naval Sketch-book > was about to appear. I have seen
it ; and find that, as far as relates to me, the new work is a re-
print of the old. Iam therefore at liberty to proceed in “show-
ing up” the “officer of rank.” Will it be credited of a writer,
who declares that he never presumes to give an opinion of a
work until he has read it with attention, that he actually fathers
upon me a ‘‘maxim,” which I quote from another, for the ex-
press purpose of showing its objectionable tendency? Lect the
reader turn to p. 105 of the first volume of the ‘officer of
rank’s ” book, and then to the passage at p.xxvi. of this Preface,
beginning, ¢ But even, &c.” ; which is a transcript of what ap-
peared in my former edition. In another place, the ““ officer of
rank ” is disposed to be facetious with me, and that about a cir-
cumstance, which every British naval officer, possessed of feel-
ings a little more refined than would fit him for excelling in a
«galley story,” must wish had never happened. But has not
the  officer of rank” himself, in one alteration made by him,
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afforded a praetical proof, that the threat of correction some-
times operates as beneficially as the actual infliction of it?
The reader is requested to compare a sentenee at the top of
p. 174, vol. i., of the old, with a sentence at the top of p. 208, vol. i.,
of the new, edition of the  Naval Sketch-book.” Nor is ¢ Lyon,”
if it be so at all, the only name that will bear to be punned upon.
““People,” says the proverb, “who live in Grass houses, should
beware of throwing stones.”—Pray, reader, do not, like this
writer, condemn me without looking at the Errara;' and
should you, then, in spite of my endeavours at accuracy, dis-
cover any misstatements, I request you will communicate them
to me. If I say to an officer who may have a complaint to
allege, send your statement in writing, it is because none buf,
a written statement can serve his purpose or mine, and not
because I fear him or any other man, or have the least ex-
pectation of a renewal of the disgraceful business that once
occurred. I should be illfitted for the task I have undertaken,
were I to found a charge against a whole profession upon the
misconduct of one of its members.

In the Preface to the fourth volume of the old edition, 1
hinted at the probability of my undertaking an account of the
principal naval actions of the first American war, or that com- -
mencing in 1775 and ending in 1783. I still think it probable
that I shall make the attempt; and I would wish, also, to give
a history of signal-making in the British and French navies, as
exemplified in the different general actions fought between them.
On this abstruse subject, I should be thankful to receive as-
sistance from British officers ; and T will undertake to return in
safety any signal-books or other documents which they may
please to send to me. Should I succeed in eompleting a volume
of this description, a part of it will be devoted to corrIGENDA
AND ADDENDA connected with the present work; and it is to
that end more especially that I solicit officers to apprise me of
any inaccuracies they may discover. Diagrams applicable to
actions detailed in these pages I would willingly insert in the
supplementary volume ; and I will thank officers to transmit me
copies of any letters which they may have forwarded to the
Admiralty, describing boat-attacks and other similar services

1 In the present edition the erratas have, of course, been duly corrected in the
page.— Editor,












GLOSSARY OF SEA-TERMS. xli

Binnacle, the frame or box which contains the compass.

Birth, a place of anchorage ; a cabin or apartment.

Bits, large upright pins of timber, with a cross-piece, over which the bight of
the cable is put ; also smaller pins to belay ropes, &c.

Board, the space comprehended between any two places where the ship
changes her course by tacking; or it is the line over which she runs be.
tween tack and tack, when turning to windward, or sailing against the
direction of the wind, Hence, o make a good board, or stretch, to make
short boards, &c.—See also, Aboard,

Boarding-netting, network triced round the ship to prevent the boarders from
entering,

Bow, is the rounding part of a ship’s side forward, beginning where the planks
arch, inwards, and terminating where they close at the stem or prow. On
the bow, an arch of the horizon, not exceeding 45 degrees, comprehended
between some distant object and that point of the compass which is right
ahead, or to which the ship’s stem is directed.

Bowlines, ropes made fast to the leeches or sides of the sails, to pull them
forward.

Bow off, is, when a ship having got up in the wind or been taken with the
wind ahead, the head-yards are braced round to counteract its eflect, and
prevent the ship from being turned round against your inclination.

Braces, ropes fastened to the yard-arms to brace them about.,

Brails, ropes applied to the after-leeches of the driver, and some of the stay-
sails, to draw them up.

Break ground, to weigh the anchor and quit a place.

Breeching, a stout rope fixed to the cascabel of a gun, and fastened to the
ship’s side, to prevent the gun from running too far in,

Dring to, to check the course of a ship by arranging the sails in such a man
ner that they shall counteract each other, and keep her nearly stationary;
when she is said to lie by or lie to, haviug, according to the sea-phrase,
some of her sails aback, to oppose the force of those which are full. 7o
come to is sometimes used with the sam emecaning; although, more gene-
rally, it means to let go the anchor.

Bring up, to cast anchor.

Broach to, is when, by the violence of the wind, or a heavy sea upon the
quarter, the ship is forced up to windward of her course or proper direction
in defiance of the helm.

Bulkheads, partitions in the ship,

Dumkin, a short boom or beam of timber projecting from each bow of a ship,
to extend the clew or lower edge of the foresail to windward.

Cable, a large rope by which the ship is securcd to the anchor.
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Edge away, as, when a ship changes her course, by sailing lurger, o1 more
afore the wind than she had done before.

Fill, is to fill the sail that has been shivered, or hove aback, to bring the
ship to.

Fleet, an assemblage of ships of war, to the number of ten and upwards.

Flooks, the broad parts or palms of the anchors, :

Flotilla, a fleet of small vessels of war,

Fore-and-aft, the lengthway of the ship.

Forging ahead, to be forced ahead by the wind.

Founder, to sink,

Furl, to wrap or roll a sail close to the yard, stay, or mast to which it belongs,
and wind a gasket or cord about it to fasten it thereto.

Gaskets, a piece of plait to fasten the sails to the yards.

Grain,! to be in the, of another ship is immediately to precede her in the same
direction.

Gripe, is when, by carrying teo great a quantity of aftersail, a ship inclines
too much to windward, and requires her helm to be kept a-weather, or to
windward.

Gun-shot, implies, says Falconer, ¢ the distance of the point-blank range of a
cannon-shot.”  With submission, we take a gun-shot distance to mean long,
and not point-blank range: if this be correct, a ship is within gun-shot of
another when she is within a mile or a mile and a quarter of her.

Ilaul the wind, to direct the ship’s course as near as possible to that point of
the compass from which the wind arises.

IHawse-holes, the holes through which the cables pass.

IHawse, is generally understood to imply the situation of the cables before the
ship’s stem, when she is moored with two anchors out from the bows; wiz.,
one on the starboard, and the other on the larboard bow. It also denotes
any small distance ahead of a ship, or between her head and the anchors by
which she rides.

Hauwser, a small cable.

Heave to, synonymous with bring to. Heaving to an anchor, is when all the
cable is taken in until the ship is directly over her ancher, preparatory to
its being weighed out of the ground.

Knot, synonymous with mile,

Labour, to pitch and roll heavily.

Larboard, a name given by seamen to the left side of the ship, when looking
forward from the stern. Port is now generally used in place of larboard.

Large, a phrase applied to the wind, when it crosses the line of a ship’s

t The term grain is obsolete,
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course in a favourable direction; particularly on the beam or quarter
hence, to sail large, is to advance with a large wind, so as that the sheets
are slackened and flowing, &. This phrase is generally opposed to sailing
close hauled, or with a scant wind.

Lasking! course is when a ship steers in a slanting or oblique direction
towards another.

Lie to, synonymous with Bring to, Heave to.

Looming, an indistinct appearance of any distant object, as ships, moun-
tains, &c.

Luff, the order to the helmsman to put the tiller towards the lee-side of
the ship, in order to make the ship sail nearer to the direction of the wind.
Main sheet, a large rope affixed to the lower corner or clew of the mainsail by

which, when set, it is hauled aft into its place.

Main tack, another large rope affixed to the same corner of the sail, but to
haul it on board or down to the chess-tree on the forepart of the gangway ;
when set upon a wind, or close hauled, the foresail is furnished with similar
gear.

Musket-shot distance, from 300 to 400 yards.

Offing, implies out at sca, or at a good distance from the shore,

Overhaul, to examine ; also to overtake a ship in chase.

Pay round off, is, when near the wind, to fall off from it against the helm, and
in spite of every effort to prevent it.

Pistol-shot distance, about 50 yards.

Plying, turning to windward.

Lort the helm, the order to put the helm over to the larboard side of the ship.
Used instead of larboard, on account of the affinity of sound between the
latter word and starboard.

Quarter, that part of a ship’s side which lies towards the stern, or which is
comprehended between the aftmost end of the main chains and the side of
the stern, where it is terminated by the quarter-pieces.

Rake a ship, is when the broadside sweeps another’s decks fore and aft, either
by iying athwart her bows or her stern, Rake means also the inclination
of the masts, bowsprit, stem, or sternpost. E

Reef, to reduce a sail by tying a portion of it to the yards with poi;nts
Ride, to be held by the cable.

Round to, is when going large or before the wind, to come round towards the
wind by the movement of the helm.

Ship the tiller, &c., is to fix it in its place.
Slipping the cable, unsplicing it within, a buoy and buoy-rope having Lven
previously affixed to it, to show where the ship has left her anchor
! This tern: is obsolete.
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Splicing, the mode by which the broken strands of a rope are united,

Spring, to anchor with a, is, before letting go the anchor, to cause a smaller
cable or hawser to be passed out of a stern or quarter port, and taken out-
side of the ship forward, in order to be bent or fastened to the ring of the
anchor intended to be let go, for the purpose of bringing the ship’s broad-
side to bear in any given direction. i

Spring a mast, yard, or any other spar, is when it becomes rent or split by an
overpress of sail, heavy pitch or jerk of the ship in a rough sea, or by too
slack rigging.

Squadron, an assemblage of ships of war in number less than ten. See Flcet.

Stand on, to keep on the same course.

Starboard, the vight side of the ship, when the eye of the spectator 1s directed
forward, or towards the head.

Stay, to stay a ship, Is to arrange the sails, and move the rudder, so as to
bring the ship’s head to the direction of the wind, in order to get her on the
other tack.

Steer, to manage a ship by the movement of the helm.

Tack, is to change the course from one board to another, or to turn the ship
about from the starboard to the larboard tack, or vice versd, in a contrary
wind.

Tant, or taunt rigged, means when a ship is very lofty in her masts. All-
artanto, is said when a ship, having had some of her masts struck, has
rehoisted them.

Taut, a corruption of ¢ight.

Thrum a sail, is to insert in it, through small holes made by a bolt-rope-ncedle
or a marline-spike, 2 number of short pieces of rope-yarn or spun-yarn, m
order, by the sail's being drawn over a hole in the ship’s bottom, to assist
in stopping the leak.

Tow, to draw a ship or boat forward in the water, by means of a rope attached
to another vessel or boat, which advances by the effort of rowing cr
sailing,

Turning to windward. ~See Beating.

Unmoor, is to reduce a ship to the state of riding by a single anchor and
cable, after she has been moored or fastened by two or more cables.

Unship, is to remove any piece of timber, wood, &c., from the place in which
it was fitted,

Wake of a ship, is to be immediately behind or in the track of her. It also
means when a ship 1s hid from view by another ship.

Warp a ship, is to change her situation by pulling her from one part of a
harbour, &c., to some other, by means of warps (ropes or hawsers), which are
attached to buoys, to other ships, to anchors sunk in the bottom, or to
VOL. I. d
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PREFACE BY THE EDITOR.

Taatr the British nation is greatly indebled to Mr, James, for
the most faithful and unbiassed account of the different actions
in which his majesty’s ships and vessels have been engaged,
does not admit of contradiction. Itis true we have other naval
histories. One indeed has been undertaken and compiled by an
officer of high rank in his majesty’s service, and although there
is much ability in that history, yct it by no means enters into
detail, either of the great actions, or those of single ships, with
the accuracy, minutis, or impartiality which is to be found in
the work of Mr. James.

In the first place, the Naval History alluded to above is most
particularly inaccurate as to the different events which occurred
during the Mutiny ; and although the historian was himself
present on that unfortunate occasion, as lieutenant of one of his
majesty’s ships at Spithead, in 1797, yet has he contrived to fall
into errors, which Mr. James avoided; and has inadvertently
stated as facts what most certainly never occurred. ‘A letter
to Vice-admiral Sir Thomas Byam Martin, X.C.B., containing
an account of the mutiny of the fleet at Spithead, in the year
1797, in correction of that given in Captain Brenton’s Naval
Iistory of the last war,”” published in 1825, might have eon-
vinced the gallant officer of many very important mistakes,
especially in regard to the London, the ‘“letter” in question
being from the pen of the captain of that ship during the mutiny.
The reason given by Captain Colpoys for not having written his
pamphlet previously to the appearance of the second edition of
Brenton’s Naval History, is not very flattering to that work.
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“ Discouraged ” (he says, page 3) * by the general character of
the work in question, for ¢ncorrectness and censorious stricture
onthe conduct of some officers of the highest rank and reputa-
tion in our service, I did not look into the book for I believe
more than a year after it came out.” Captain Colpoys remarks
also, ¢ T was greatly surprised at finding, from the pen of an
officer professing to have been an eye-witness, and intimately
acquainted with all the circumstances (see vol. i., page 411), 80
very erroneous a statement of the leading particulars of that
event, and more especially of what took place on board the
London, of which ship I was captain.” If the reader will con-
sult Mr. James on this point, he will see how inaccurate Captain
Brenton has been.

For the second and third charges against the historian, not
entering into sufficient detail, and being partial; one instance
will suffice :—In the first edition of Brenton’s Naval History,
p- 338, vol. iii., a long account was given of the action between
his majesty's ship Phoenix, and the French frigate Didon. In
the present edition of Captain Brenton’s History, the account of
this brilliant action is given in the following words: ¢ Between
the battles of Ferrol and Trafalgar, the Phoenix of 36 guns,
captured the Didon, a French frigate of about the same force.
I purposely omit saying anything more on the subject of this
action whichis given atlength in the first edition. That account,
which 1 believe to be correct, did not give satisfaction to some of the
parties concerned.” :

Now it may be asked why, in the Preface to James’s History,
any remark concerning Captain Brenton’s should be made? For
this reason: in vol. i., p. 152, of the new edition, the following
note is appended to some remarks arising from the delay in
securing the prizes after the action of the 1st of June: “I per-
ceive that I am very amply quoted in Mr. James’s new edition.
Whether it is quite fair to do so, is a question which I shall not
pretend to decide. T can only say that my permission has never
been obtained, and never will be; and that, at all events, it
appears to me most unjustifiable to borrow so largely from a
living author, and not to acknowledge the loan. I certainly
cannot repay myself in kind. Mr. James's facts and statements
T am not disposed either to borrow or to criticize. Mine are
drawn from the best sources available inalong professional life,
and from an acquaintance more or less intimate with most of the
leading men of the period under discussion.”
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Now so correct did the editor of James's History find the
account of the battle of the 1st of June in the former editicn of
Mr. James, that not one word was altered. 1t stands now, as it
stood before, and in all probability will so remain to the end of
time. Not one word has been borrowed from Captain Brenton,
and although he is frequently quoted, as are many French his-
torians, the quotation is always acknowledged, and is generally
selected for the purpose of showing into what errors historians
may fall. It would be, for instance, quite useless to borrow the
account of the Phoenix and Didon: the gallant officers of the
English ship may well complain of their historian, as not a
name is mentioned. Baker and his brave associates find the
whole description omitted, because ¢ the account did not give
satisfaction to some of the parties concerned.” A complaint os
that kind cannot be alleged against this work. Mr. James
collected his materials with wonderful accuracy, and unceasing
research. He published what he believed to be true, and cared
very little whether it gave satisfaction or uneasiness. He wrote
his history after years of toil and difficulty, and no other will ever
displace it. He never altered his history, without proof was
given him that he was in error, and had he believed a statement
true, the words would have remained, in spite of all remonstrance
from those who failed to disprove it.

The British nation may rest satisfied upon the general correct-
ness of the present work ; for, with the exception of about eight
names being erroneously spelt,and ten christian names being
omitted, only four objections to passages have been received by
the editor. The prineipal erroris asfollows: In James’s History
it was stated that on the night of the 2nd of November, 1803, the
Boadicea, Captain John Maitland, and Dryad, Captain Adam
Drummond, after having chased the squadron under Monsieur
Dumanoir, discovered to leeward the squadron under Sir
Richard Strachan. Mr, James then says, * Having, without
getting any answer to their signals, arrived within two miles of
the Caesar (Sir R. Strachan’s ship), which was the weathermost
ship of this squadron, and then standing close-hauled on the
larboard tack, the Boadicea and Dryad, at about 10 h. 30 m. .y,
tacked to the north-east, and soon lost sight of friends and
foes.” The passage will be correet thus: ‘‘Having arrived
within two miles of the Ceaesar, which was the weathermost ship
of this squadron, and then standing close hauled onthe larboard
tack, the Boadicea made the signal for an enemy being in sight,
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and although guns shotfed were fired, and the lights kept up for
more than half an hour, no notice whatever was taken of them.
The Boadicea and Dryad with the wind at west-north-west, con-
tinued steering to the north-east, and soon lost sight of friends
and foes, the enemy having bore up during the thick squally
weather which came on about 11 p.m.” Tt will be seen by this
account, which is nndoubtedly correct, that owing to the neg-
lect on board the Cwesar, both the Boadicea and Dryad were
unfortunately prevented from taking any part in the action which
occurred on the 4th of November ; the lights were seen by the
Eolus, Lord William Fitzroy, who being farther off than the
Caesar, gave her credit for an equally proper look-out, and did
not repeat the signal ; and thus, owing to the delicacy of the one
and the neglect of the other, both Captain John Maitland, and
Captain Adam Drummond, were deprived the honour of par-
ticipating in Sir R. Strachan’s action.

Another error is relative to the affair between the Leopard
and Chesapeake, on the 21st of March, 1807. James says, “It
was these three men demanded at Washington, that on two
accounts weakened the claim of the British. In the first place,
the Melampus is not one of the ships named in the published
copy of Vice-admiral Berkeley’s order. Consequently the Leo-
pard’s captain, in taking away men who had deserted from the
Melampus, exceeded, what appears to have been his written
instructions.”” In justice to Captain Humphreys of the Leopard,
we are bound to state, that he did in nowise exceed his orders.
The reason assigned for taking the three men is, that they were
clearly recognised as deserters. The other twelve Englishmen
were subjects (but not deserters) of the King of England, and
not being within the limits of the order, were not disturbed.
These three men were sentenced to receive five hundred lashes,
itself a sufficient proof that Captain Humphreys’s brother officers
approved his conduct. The late Hon. Sir George Berkeley, the
commander-in-chief, wrote to Captain Humphreys a letter, in
which he strongly commends him for his judicious and spirited
conduct. For this we refer our readers to that excellent work,
Marshall’s Naval Biography.

In continuing the Naval History to the present date, much
information has been derived from Marshall’'s Account of the
Burmese War, and from several pamphletsrelative to that great
and difficult undertaking. The Battle of Navarin is given from
1lie best possible authority, and the work itself is brought np to
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the day aftcr the last promotion, and finishes with the number
of admirals, captains, commanders, &c., now on the naval list.

In conclusion it may be remarked, that not the slightest allu-
sion made to Captain Brenton’s Naval History, is meant in a
tone of hostility to that production. It certainly becomes the
editor of a work to clear the character of his principal from any
allegation of pilfering other authors, and although it must be
admitted that no great work of times past can be written without
recourse to the pages of others, yet has James, wherever he has
borrowed, most scrupulously acknowledged the debt. In
launching this new edition, the editor feels convinced that every
impartial naval officer, to whatsoever country he may belong,
will admit that Mr. James executed the work with the honourable
intention of doing justice to every man, of holding up the brave
and meritorious to the admiration of the world, and fearlessly
condemning the tyrant or the coward. That the work is true
and just in all its dealings, there can be no doubt, for if any part
has been unjust or untrue, it became the duty of those who saw
the errors, to correct them.

Waltham Hall, Waltham Abbey.—arch 1, 1837.

Since writing the above, Captain Brenton’s last number has
appeared, to which he has affixed * a Reply to some of the State-
ments in James's Naval History.” This must be answered. I
trust Captain Brenton will believe me sincere, when I say that
no officer stands higher in the estimation of the public, for phi-
lanthropy, assiduity, and professional ability, than himself; and
without flattery I add, that no man more richly deserves this
eulogy than Captain Brenton. He has spent his youth in the
service of hig country, and his mature age for the benefit of the
poor. With this opinion I trust it is impossible for any man to
believe that T answer his Reply with the wish to detract from his
character in the slightest possible degree, but merely that I am
supporting the foundation (if I may use the term in reference to
Captain Brenton's allusion), on which by building, I have ac-
cording to him, misapplied my ¢ talents.”

The “Reply” commences with an expression of sorrow, “that
heither Mr. James nor his Naval Editor should have steered
a course through their literary labours without running foul of
him or his book.” Mr. James, in compiling his history, most
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assuredly referred to Captain Brenton’s, and did certainly notice
numerous errors in that work ; that he quoted it where occasion-
ally he found it correet, is likely enough ; and how ean history
be compiled but by these means? But let us hope we are not
like the silly beauty, who believed every word which detraeted
from an adversary was a compliment to herself. The two works
in question are as different as night and day; one is a cursory
history of modern Europe, lightly touching upon naval actions;
the other is a naval history. The latter enters into every detail,
and examines every question; it does mot lightly skim over
events, or give the account of a frigate action, such as the
Nymphe and Cleopatra, in 14 lines and two words; nor does it
because some of the parties concerned were dissatisfied, “ blot
out the written record,” and veil the gallantry of the Phonix,
in her action with the Didon, by damning it into two lines and
three words,

In all his general actions, with the exception of Trafalgar,
Brenton is almost as concise. Individual praise is rarely be-
stowed, and merited censure seldom inflicted.

Captain Brenton's first fire in his ¢ Reply,” is directed against
James and myself for misquoting him, calling a town, a tower.
Admitted : for this, the printer’s devil, who omitted to mark the
correction made by myself, deserves to be ehastised.

Captain Brenton’s second shot, is in reference to a theft com-
mitted by James, in plundering certain parts of Brenton, from
vol. i, p. 8, and never pleading guilty to the charge. T say,
“not guilty”’ Let any person refer to the text, pp. 112 and
113 of James, and if they can condemn me, they must be like
Jeffrey, ¢ and sentence letters as he senteneed men.”

3. If the Queen Charlotte’s ports were four feet six out of the
water, or five feet ten, I imagine no great harm is done to his-
toric truth.

4. Diagrams, according to Captain Brenton’s opinion, are of
very little use. In this fourth shot, no accusation is brought
against James or myself: it is merely a sort of apology on the
part of Captain Brenton, for not having, in his work, given any
diagrams excepting for fleets at anchor. The one of Navarin is
recommended to the attention of Sir Edward Codrington.

5. In regard to the maintopmast of the Queen Charlotte
going over the side, Captain Brenton says, “that we know
nothing about it:”’ very likely not ; but we give an extract from
Lord Howe’s despatch to prove that it did go. ‘“The Queen
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Charlotte had then lost her foretopmast, and the main topmast
fell over the side very soon after.” (Brenton, vol. i, p. 136.) Now
there seems some mystery; and some mysterious conversation,
relative to this unfortunate maintopmast. All hands allow that
it did go, and that is all which James states; but Captain
Brenton says, ‘“yox know nothing at all about the matter; I
know how the maintepmast was lost, and so do the gallant
admirals, Sir Edward Codrington and Cochet. The conversa-
tion on the Queen Charlotte’s quarter-deck at that moment was
highly edifying. ILet me say no more.—” This is particularly
rich; we are all in the dark, and Captain Brenton, the faithful
historian, will not show us a light. Now had Mr. James known
of this conversation, which Sir Edward Codrington is thus
called upon to give to the public, the reader might rest pretty
certain he would have had it, word for word, without any regard
to persons; do not, Captain Brenton, hide your light under a
bushel, and allow the grave to put its extinguisher over so
edifying a remark.

6. There is a note in James, vol. i., p. 153, relative to the guns
of the prizes taken on the 1st of June, being Swedish manufac-
ture and chiefly of brass. Captain Brenton has kindly corrected
this statement, and begs to inform the public that the guns were
all iron, and likewise, that for the word “ bursted,” (James, vol. i.,
p- 155) the public are to read ¢ burst.” This correction of a great
historical fact, and of a typographical error is particularly useful
and kind.

7. Captain Brenton begs to inform M. Jean Bon St. André,
his heirs, his executors, and assigns, that he (M. Jean Bon St.
André) is a special coward, and is not entitled to any praise,
which by some * tortuosity of mind,” might be twisted from the
unqualified disgust expressed in the mention of him in James’s
Naval History. y

8. The anecdote concerning Sir Thomas Troubridge is a
matter of faste, it has nothing whatever to do with history.
I think Captain Brenton quite right in endeavouring to enliven
his work. Mr. James’s not requiring that excitement, has
omitted it.

9. Agreed: let us say no more about Lord Howe or the age
of the prizes. I think there has ween quite enough useless dis-
cussion on both sides.

10. Captain Brenton is at issue with James on the word
“population” and “populace.”” We refer the public to Miss
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Martineau and Malthus for the first, and to Cobbett’s grammar
for the second.

11. “The loss of the Ardent is copied from me,” says Bren-
ton. It is in these words in James: ‘“ While employed in this
service, the Ardent unfortunately caught fire, blew up, and left
not a soul alive to relate the origin of the catastrophe.” There’s a
theft!

12, As Captain Brenton has called me “a naval officer of
taste and character,” I am bound to explain why I retained
James’s method of calling “the lower deck, the first deck.”
By-the-by, Brenton is quite wrong in saying this method was
borrowed from the Americans ; the decks were so nominated in
Henry the Eighth’s time. An editor has no right to make such
alterations ; anything connected with history erroneously stated
by Mr. James has been altered, but an editor’s duty extends no
further.

13. Lord St. Vincent was wrong. Sillaus remained on tle
French list for years after the capture of the Pégase.

14. For the affair of Captain Brown in Fort-Royal bay, sce
“ Cooper Willyam’s campaign, 1795, in the West Indies.” Mr.
James is much indebted to him.

15. “The account of the gale in T'orbay, in which 7 was present,
is copied from me.” (Brenton.) James says, *‘On the 14th of
February, after several days’ detention in Torbay, by a heavy
gale at south-east, in which nine of the 86 sail of the line in
company parted their cables, but fortunately brought up again,
Earl Howe,” &c. There isan account of a gale of wind for you!
no London pickpocket was half so adroit as James; he stole
that in his hurry which was not worth stealing, and which is so
scanty and threadbare, that I wonder the owner of the goods
cver reclaimed them. Is it possible that a man of Captain
Brenton’s high feeling, and moral integrity, could bring this, as
well as the loss of the Ardent, to detract from James’s and to
enhance the merit of Ass Iistory ?

16. “ Neither Sir Charles Ekins, nor myself, is permitted to
know anything.” This is a great mistake of Captain Brenton ;
there is no naval writer in some respects more deserving of the
highest praise than Sir Charles Ekins: his battle of the Nile is
by far the best account extant. But both Sir Charles and
Captain Brenton, may occasionally be wrong. There are spots
on the sun; the proof that James duly appreciated Sir Charles
Ekins, is by the manner he is quoted.
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17. Captain Brenton begs to inform any gentleman curious in
old almanacks (and we recommend this meteorological remark
to Mr. Moore), that on the night of the 20th of June, at Quiberon,
it did not blow a gale of wind, although it rained; and the
public are informed, that Puisaye slept on board the Pomone,
at least until daylight. Captain Brenton adds, ““but as I was
present at this affair, I must of course be a *disqualified’ wit-
ness.” Wait & moment.

18. There are 13 lines in James, vol. i., p. 252, claimed by
Brenton, he is quite welcome to them.

19. Two more lines, claimed as original by Captain Brenton.

20. Now we come to something like an objection. Captain
Brenton, upon the aunthority of his brother, the gallant Sir
Jahleel Brenton, who was first-lieutenant of the Gibraltar -in
December, 1796, gives an”animated account of the preservation
of that ship, after she had struck on the Pearl rock, according
to Brenton, and on a bank, according to James, near Cabrita’
point. 'The first objection started is, that Mr. James says, ‘“the
mainsail was set,” and Sir Jahleel declares, “it was not set.”
Now I avail myself of this contradiction to prove to Captain
Brenton that an eye-witness is not always correct. Mind, I do
not say Sir Jahleel is not correct, but one of the eye-witnesscs
must be wrong. The log positively asserts that the mainsail
was set. Sir Jahleel as positively states that it never was sef.
The log of a ship is its history, written by an eye-witness; the
word of Sir Jahleel is unimpeachable, he was an eye-witness;
who now shall pretend to say which is right? All the rest of
the accounts nearly agree. But there is one question in James
which Captain Brenton has not answered, and which, with his
permission, I will ask again. “The Pearl rock, on which Sir
Jahleel asserts the Gibraltar struck, lies about a mile and a half
due south, and Cape Malabata, the north-east point of Tangier
bay (on the opposite side of the strait), about 22 miles south-
west of Cabrita point: how then with the wind at east-south-
cast, could the Gibraltar want ‘to weather Cabrita point,” to
get into Tangier bay?” Captain Brenton will find that eye-
witnesses (we may refer him to Colpoys’s remarks to Sir Byam
Martin concerning the mutiny), are not always correct. I could
bring Sir Walter Raleigh forward as an eye-witness, when he
himself afterwards admitted that he was wrong.

The 20 different paragraphs given by Captain Brenton, having
row been answered, T would ask, what would have been the
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INTRODUCTION.

PreviousLy to our entering upon the main subject of these
pages, an inquiry into the origin and early progress of the British
Navy, particularly as respects the constructing, arming, and
classing of the ships, cannot fail to be useful, and will not, it is
hoped, prove uninteresting. The Great-Harry, built in the
third year of the reign of Henry VII. (1488), was, properly
speaking, the first ship of the royal navy. The Great-Harry
had three masts, and, as late as the year 1545, was the only
ship of that description in the Dritish fleet. She is represented
to have been accidentally burnt at Woolwich in 1553. If so,
she had run 65 years; which, according to the mean of modern
terms of duration, was a very long period.

It iy probable that the Great-Harry was the first ship belong-
ing to the nation; but there is reason to believe that Richard ITI.
owned a few of the ships which he employed. The remainder,
as it appears, were either hired of the merchants, or supplied,
under a law of the state, by the Cinque Ports. Whatever may be
the doubts on these points, historians agree, that to Henry VIII.
is due the honour of having, by his own prerogative, and at his
sole expense, settled the constitution of the present royal navy.
He instituted an admiralty and a navy-office, appointed com-
missioners, and fixed regular salaries, as well for them as for his
admirals, officers, and sailors; and the sea-service, thencefor-
ward, became a distinet profession.!

Cannons, or great guns, were used as early as the thirteenth
century, in a naval engagement between the King of Tunis and
the Moorish King of Seville? They were also used by the

1 Archweologia, vol. viy P- 202, and vol. 2 James’s DMilitary Dictlonary, {tit.
xf, p. 153, Cannon.
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Fnglish on land at the battle of Cressy, fought in 1346 ; and by
the Venetians at sea, in or about the year 1380.! According to
some printed representations still extant, the English used them
on board their ships in the reigns of Richard I11. and Henry VIL.
The guns were not then, as now, pointed through embrasures,
or portholes, but mounted en barbette, or so as to fire over the
top-side, or bulwark, of the vessel.? The ships, therefore, counld
have had but one deck; and, when it is considered that they
undoubtedly had but one mast,® we may conceive what puny
“ships ” they must have been.

The first appearance of portholes (invented, with some other
improvements, by Descharges, a French builder at Brest) occurs
in the representation of the Ienri-Grace-d-Dieu, built at Erith
in 1515, and said to have measured 1000 tons. No idea, how-
ever, can be formed of this ship’s actual burden, unless we knew
in what manner the tonnage was cast. The invention of port-
holes gave the power of adding a second ticr of guns; and,
accordingly, the Henri-Grace-a-Dieu appears with two whole
battery-decks, besides additional short decks, or platforms, both
ahead and astern.

The nature, or caliber, of great guns was not, as at present,
designated by the weight of the shot which they discharged.
One reason for this may have been, that the balls were not all
made of the same materials, some being of iron, some of stone,
and some of lead,* three substances which differ greatly in
specific gravity. It appears, also, that hollow iron shots, filled
with combustible matter, were very early brought into use.
Hence, the weight of the shot was of too fluctuating a naturc
to serve for the classification of the gun that discharged it.
Among the different species of English ship-guns of former days,
was the ¢ cannon,” with its varicties, the cannon-reyal, cannon-
serpentine, bastard-cannon, demi-cannon, and cannon-petro.
The term “ cannon” is a singular conversion of the generic into
a specific term. Tts ambiguity may have given rise to the occa-
sional substitution of “carthoun.”

The Henri-Grace-a-Dieu appears to have mounted, in the
whole, 80 pieces, composed of almost every caliber in use. Of
these 80 guns, not more than 54, according to the clumsy draw-
ing which has been handed down to us,® were pointed through
broadside ports. The remainder were mounted, cither as bow

1 Archologia, vol. vi., p. 205, 1eade,”— Charnock's Marine Architecture
3 1bid, p. 207. vol. fi., p. 44.
3 Ibid., p. 202 5 See the print in the 6th volume cf the

+ % Shottes ot"yron, shottes of stocnand  Archwologia,
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or stern chasers, or as “murdering pieces,” upcn the afterpart
of the foreeastle ; as, from its heiglit and appearanee, it then
might truly be called. The use of these murdering piecces (the
muzzles of which all point in the direction of the maintopmast
Licad) is not casily discernible. The ship had four masts ;! and,
as the Great-Harry was the first two-decked,? so the Ilenri-Grace-
a-Dicu was the first three-decked ship built in England. In a
list of 1552, the latter appears as the Edward. Here all traces
of her ccase.

T'he next British ship of any note, and the largest of all that
had preceded her, was the Soveraigne-of-the-Seas, built at
Woolwich dockyard in 1637, by Mr. Phineas Pett2 Her tonnage
has been variously stated. Aecording to the aceount published
by the designer of her decorations, Mr. Thomas Heywood, the
Sovercign measured 1637 tons.* The exact agrcement of this
combination of figures with that denoting the year in which she
was built, and its non-appearance in any tonnage-list of the time,
render it likely that the figures, owing, perbaps, to the printer’s
mistake, were erroneously put together. In a list of the year
1652, the Sovereign, or, as subsequently named, Royal Sovereign,
stands at 1141, in one of 1677, at 1543, and in one corrected ug
to 1740, at 1683 tons ; a difference prineipally, if not wholly,
attributable to the various methods of casting the tonnage in
use at those scveral periods.

Iowever, it is an account of the ship’s armament which we
most require, and that Mr. Heywood himself has been at the pains
to record. ¢ She has,” says he, ¢“three flush-deckes, and a fore-
castle, an halfe-decke, a quarter-decke, and a round-house. Her
Jower tyre hath thirty ports, which are to be furnished with
demi-cannon and whole cannon throughout, being able to beare
them. Her middle tyre hath also thirty ports, for demi-culverin
and whole culverin. TIer third tyre hath twenty-sixe ports for
other ordnance. Her forecastle hath twelve ports, and her halfe-
decke hath fourteen ports. She hath thirteen or fourteen ports
more within-board for murdering picces, besides a great many
loopholes out of the eabins for musket-shot. She carried, more-
over, ten pieces of chase-ordnance in her right forward, and ten
right aft,-that is, according to land-service, in tho front and the
reare.” Numbering the guns, we find 126 as the establishment
of this first-rate of the seventeenth century.

querrick: Mcmoirsof the Royal Navy,  a list of 1527.—See Pepys’s Miscellanics,
p. S vol. viii.

2 Archeologia, vol. iii., p. 266. 4 Charnock,.vol. ii., p. 283.

3 A Soveraigue, of 800 tons, occurs in 5 Ibid.
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Mr. Heywood, doubtless, had no intention to mislead his
readers ; but, it should be recollected, the Sovereign-of-the-Seas,
when he and his men were employed upon the carved work and
ornaments about her, did not mount a gun. The ship lay in
dock ; and all that he or they could know of her intended arma-
ment must have rested on hearsay. In the total number of
ports, Mr. Heywood is apparently correct. The error lics in his
having filled with guns the ten ports “ right forward, and the
ten right aft,” as well as the six in-board ports on the forecastle.
Reduce these, and there remain 100 ; the number of guns which
the ship, when fitted for home-serviee, actually mounted. The
pamphlet, containing Mr. Heywood’s very elaborate account! of
this ¢ incomparable ship,” has, for its frontispiece, an alleged
representation of her. DBut the authenticity of the drawing is
doubtful ; chiefly because, in many important points, in the
ports and guns especially, it is at complete variance with the
letter-press.

It is probable that, about the middle of the seventeenth cen-
tury, the practice of placing guns of a dissimilar caliber on the
same deck ceased to prevail in the British navy.? This was a
decided improvement. Tor a variety of calibers occasions delay
and confusion in handing up and fitting the shot; especially
where, as was the case here, the differently-sized balls were to
be used on one deck. About coeval with this improvement was
the removal of the greater part of that cumbrous pile of timber
and iron-work, raised to soridiculous a height at cach extremity
of the vessel. The ship found relief, also, in being no longer
armed with ‘“‘murdering,” or in-board pieces; and, particularly,
in having no standing bow and stern chasers, a portion of which
were generally among the heaviest guns on board. Hence, from
this time, an English ship of war could bring half the number of
her guns into broadside action ; an advantage which she had
never before possessed.

The earliest list of the Dritish navy, in which there is any
classification of the ships, is probably that copied into Mr.
Derrick’s Appendix, (p. 303,) and bearing date in 1546. There
King Henry’s vessels, 58 in number, are classed, according to
their “quality,” thus :—¢“Shyppes;” ¢ galleases;” * pynnaces ;”
“roo-baerges.” Another list, bearing date in 1612, exhibits the
classes following: ¢ Shipps royal,” measuring from 1200 to 800
tons; ‘‘middling shipps,” from 800 to 600 tons ; ¢ small shipps,”

! Tt filis five quarto pages of Charnock. vessels s0 armed were occasionally cape
“ In the French, and somo other navies, tured during the eighteenth century,
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350 tons ; and “ pinnaces,” from 250 to 80 tons.! It will tend
to clearness in our future inquiries, if we at once give an expla-
nation of some of these terms.

A ship is defined to be ¢ a large hollow building, made to pass
over the sea with sails,” without reference to the quantity, shape,
or position of these sails; and, in this extended sense, the term
appears to have been originally used. Hence, we are told that,
before the days of the Great-Harry, all the ships of the reyal
navy had but one mast and one sail2 That ship is alleged to
have had three masts,? and the Ilenri-Grace-d-Dieu, as already
mentioned, four.* The galleas was probably a long, low, and
sharp-built vessel, propelled by oars, as well as sails ; the latter,
perhaps, not fixed to the mast or any standing yard, but hoisted
from the deck when required tobeused. Thelugger, or felucca,
of modern days may serve for an example. The piunace was a
lesser description of galleas, and, mest probably, had ne mast,
or, if any, a moveable one. The “roo-baerge,” or row-barge,
explains itself.

The division of the British navy into rates appears, for the
first time, in a table drawn up by order of Charles I.in the
year 1626, and styled, “ The new rates for seamen’s monthly
wages, confirmed by the commissioners of his majesty’s navy,
according to his majesty’s several rates of ships, and degrees of
officers.” Those rates were, as now, in number six, and con-
sisted each of two classes, to which different complements of
men were assigned; but the armaments of the classes are not
specified, they having probably been described in some pre-
ceding order, which has not been preserved. One fact is obvious,
that the division into rates was adepted, rather to regulate the
pay of the officers and scamen, than to mark any distinetion in
the force or construction of the ships. Hence, at this day, the
captain of every rate is paid differently. The same is also the
case with many of the subordinate officers.

The first appearance of a classification by guns occurs in what
purperts to be ¢ A list of all shippes, frigats, and othier vessels
belonging to the State’s navy, en 1st March, 1651, (new style)
1652. The number of classes, cr subdivisions by guns, com-
prised within the six rates, amounts to 23, exclusive of two,
which may be called, unrated classes. These were hulks and
shallops. The latter were simply row-barges; the former,

1 Charnock, vol. ii., p. 247. 4 Seep. 2.

2 Archzologia, vol. vi,, p. 202, 5 Charnock, vol. ii., p. 277.
3 1bid., vol. iii., p. 266. 6 Depys's Miscellanles, vol. v. p. 595
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stationary vessels, fitted with sheers to ercct or remove masts,
and also, it is probable, with accommodations to lodge the officers
and crews of vessels under repair. Although the hulks wero
generally old and unseaworthy ships, one of them appears to
have been ¢ building at Portsmouth.”

In the course of about 30 years several other unrated classes
were added. Those only of which any notice need be taken are,
sloops, bombs, fireships, and yachts. A list of November, 1658,
shows that the sixth rate then comprised vessels mounting as
few as two guns. Between that year and 1675, however, vessels
of this small description appear to have been detached from the
sixth rate, and to have been classed by themselves as sloops.
The 13 individuals named in a list of the year 1675, mounted
cach four guns, and averaged in size 42 tons. In what way tne
latter were rigged cannot now be ascertained, because the mast
and rigging books of the navy do not extend so far back ; but it
is probable, from their diminutive size, that they had only one
mast, and were sloops in the proper sense, or that to which the
term, in marine language, is restricted.!

Bombs, which are vessels earrying, besides six or eight light
guns, one or two heavy mortars, from which shells are thrown
into a town or fortification, appear, for the first time, in a list of
1688, and are said to have been invented by M. Reyneau, a
Trenchman, and to have been first employed at the bombardment
of Algiers, in 1681.2

Fireships and yachts first appear in a list of 1675. The use
of the fireship, as the name implies, is, by means of ignited com-
bustibles, to set fire to the vessels of an enemy. The yacht is
simply a pleasure-vessel. According to Mr. Pepys, the Duteh,
in the year 1660, gave Charles II. a yacht called the Mary;
‘“until which time,” he adds, ‘“we had not heard of such a name
in England.”?

Although a certain number of guns is made the sign, or deno-
mination, of every class within the six rates, the frequent occur-
rence of the same number of guns under different rates shows,
that the classification by guns was, in some degree, subordinate
to the classification by rates. A list, that gave the situation,
or place of mounting, as well as the number of the guns on
board the ships, would most probably show what it was that
occasioned two classes, of the same apparent force, to be regis-
tered under different rates. It so happens, that no list or
abstract that has been printed, or which is to be found among

1 Falconer, p 485,  # Sce James’s Mllitary Dictionary, p. 56. 2 Derrick, p. 89.
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the archives of the navy, contains any information on the sub-
ject. There is, however, in existence a curious manuscript-list,
or rather set of lists, bearing date in 1677, and drawn up by tho
command, and for the private use of Charles II. The manu-
script, which is elegantly written on vellum paper, and bound
in gilt morocco, with silver clasps, afterwards belonged to the
late Sir Thomas Slade, who was made a surveyor of the navy in
1755. Subsequently it came into the possession of the late Sir
John Henslow, who was appointed to the same office in 1785;
and at the decease of the latter, his executors presented it to
Mr. John Knowles, of the Surveyor’s Office, to whose kindness
we are indebted for a perusal.

These lists exhibit the number, nature, and weight of the guns
on every deck ; the number of men assigned, as well for each
caliber of gun, as for the ship’s full complement; the number
and specification of the officers; the tonnages; the years and
places in and at which, and the persons by whom the ships were
built ; together with many other useful particulars. In or about
the year 1650 a difference began to prevail, between the number
of guns and men established upon the ships in “war at home,”
and in “peace at home, and peace and war abroad.”

That difference, which is carefully noted in these lists, arose
from an inability to carry a sufficiency of provisions for their
crews. Hence, in the event of the ship’s being ordered to a
distance from home, both the men and the guns were partially
reduced, in order to allow room for an additional supply of pro-
visions ; and that in time of war as well as of peace. Upon the
whole, the information contained in these lists fills up what has
hitherto been considered a chasm in the early history of the
British navy ; and so much of their contents as will elucidate
our further inquirics respecting the armament and classification
of the ships of the seventeenth century we have incorporated in
an abstract.!

A single glance at the abstract referred to will show what it
was, besides the number of guns, that governed the classification
of several of the ships. For instance, No. 11 in the second, and
No. 15 in the third rate, mount each 70 guns ; but the one car-
ries them on three, the other on twodecks. Nos. 12 and 19 are
similarly sitnated ; and so are a few among the inferior classes.
Hence, it is a difference in the number of battery-decks that,
without reference t> the number of guns, distinguishes the rates.
The characteristic of a first-rate of 1677 seems to have been, to

1 See Appendix, No. 1.
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mount her guns on three whole decks, a quarter-deck, furccastle,
and poop ;! of a sccond-rate, to mount her guns on three whole
decks and a quarter-deck ;2 of a third-rate, to mount hers on two
whole decks, a quarter-deck, forecastle, and poop ; of a fourth-
rate, to mount hers on two whole decks and a quarter-deck ; of
a fifth-rate, to mount hers on her first gun-deek, from end to
end, on her second, partially, with a few guns on the quarter-
deck; and of a sixth-rate, to mount her guns on a single deck,
with or without any on her quarter-deck. It is worthy of
remark that there were, in these times, three-deckers of 64,
and two-deckers of 30 guns ; and that many single-decked ships
of the present day exceed, nay, nearly double, even the former
in tonnage.

Our attention is next called to the calibers of the guns, as-
gigned to tho different elasses in the foregoing abstract. Con-
sidering the ‘ vir” subjoined to eannon, to signify that the piece
was that variety of the cannon whose cylinder was about seven
inches in diameter, we at once identify the gun to be either the
cannon-serpentine, or the bastard-eannon of Sir William Monson.
Before we fix which of these two it was, it may be proper to
state, that the 8% and 8 inch eannon (eannon-royal and cannon)
appear in no one list or abstract of the navy that we have seen.
If they had been used previously to 1677, it could only have
been for a short time, and then merely as bow or stern ehasers
on the lower deek. It is probable, too, that they were of brass,
in order to be of diminished weight. Looking at the weight of
the cannon vir, as expressed in the original list, we find it to
range between 65 and 54 ewt. : whereas, the weight of the cannon-
serpentine, Sir William states to have been 49 ewt., and that
of the bastard-cannon 40 ewt. Now the caliber, or diameter of
the bore, of the cannon-serpentine and bastard-eannon agrees
not only with that of the eannon vir, but with that of the
42-pounder, the sea-service gun which has since been brought
into use. Moreover, the last-named gun agrees in weight, if not
with the cannon-serpentine and bastard-cannon, at least with
the cannon vir

With respect, also, to the shots severally thrown by the ean-
non-serpentine, bastard-eannon, cannon-vir, and 42-pound gun,
we shall have no difficulty in showing, that they were all of
nearly the same weight. Tor instanee, the solid iron shot, that
exactly fits a eylinder of seven inches diameter, weighs a trifle
over46} 1bs. ; but, a small space being usually allowed to inter-

1 No. 6 in the abstract is the only exception to this rule. 2 Except No. 7.
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veno between the circumference of the shot and that of the
cylinder, denominated windage, (the expansion of the shot by a
white heat, the inerustation of rust from damp, and the foulness
of the cylinder after repeated firing, are the three chief con-
siderations to be provided against by the windage,) the shot
becomes reduced in diameter, until it weighs about 42 lbs. Or
rather, the shot itself being the datum from which the caliber of
the gun was originally determined, the latter was made to cor-
respond with the former, allowing the customary windage. The
shot of seven inches diameter cannot, as we have shown, weigh
more than 46} lbs. and a trifle : therefore, the 53} 1bs. assigned
by Sir William Monson,! as the weight of the shot belonging to
the cannon-serpentine, whose cylinder did not exceed seven
inches, must be erroneous. It may have arisen from a typogra-
phical mistake, in substituting a 5 for a 4; and then 43} 1bs.
would serve for the weight of a shot calculated for a seven-inch
cylinder, only with less thau the usual windage.? If any further
proof were wanted, to show that the cannon vir and the
42-pounder were the same gun under different denominations, it
might be found in the fact, that such first-rates in the Iist of 1677
as survived the first fifteen years of the new century, appear in
the gun establishment of that time, with no other difference
in their lower-deck armament than the substitution of
¢« 42-pounders” for *cannons vir.”

The demi-cannon, without doubt, was the 82-pounder of after-
days. The cannon-petro had, in the list of 1677, already
changed its name to 24-pounder, and a 12-pounder (probably the
ancient basilisk) also appears there. The whole-culverin and
demi-culverin became subsequently the 18, and the 9-pounder.
The saker, or sacer, both from its caliber and weight, was the
81 feet, 22 cwt. 6-pounder; as was the light saker, the modern
gun of the same nature, measuring six feet, and weighing 17 cwt.
'The minion was the 4-pounder: what name the 3-pounder of
1677 had previously taken does not appear.

It will be sufficient to say of the lesser calibers in Sir William’s
list, that they, or most of them, were afterwards called swivels ;
simply because, when again brought into use, they were mounted
on stocks, or upright timbers, having "a pivot on which the gun
traversed. Upon the degree of credit due to Sir Willian Mon-
1 See Appendix, No. 2. the French, into 44 and 45, and, in some
2 Different nations have diffcrent pro-  of their light pleces, 46 and 47. The Eng-
rtions for determining the windage. The lish windage, except for carronades, is

uglish, for their long guns, divide the  notoriously oo great, and ought to be ree
shot iuto 20,and the bore into 21 parts;  duced.

o
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son’s account of the ancient sea-service ordnance, we are unable
to pronounce; but the list certainly appears to have been drawn
up without much care. At the same time, it must be owned,
that great confusion prevails in all the accounts which have been
published onthe subject ; as far, at least, as our researches have
cxtended. The precise time at which the whole of tho British
sea-service guns dropped their names of beasts and birds of prey,
to assume those designating the weight of the shot they respec-
tively discharged, cannot well be ascertained; but the change
certainly took place between the years 1685 and 1716, and that
is sufficiently near for our purpose.

Soon after the commencement of the new century, a surprising
diminution appears in the number of rated classes belonging to
the British navy. In the abstract of 1677, a total of 129 ships
divide into 31 classes, exclusive of 10 sub-classes, separated on
account of & difference in the distribution or calibers of their
guns, or in the amount of their complements of men; while, in
an abstract taken in August, 1714, a total of 198 ships divide
into only 10 classes. There is no great difficulty in explaining
how this arose. A reference to the abstract of 1677 shows, that
the 90, 70, 54, and 48, gun classes were the most numerous ; the
majority of the others comprising but one or two individuals
each, and those among the carliest built in the abstract. Hence,
the capture, wreek, or other disposal of a ship frequently anni-
hilated a class; and we find that, between the years 1689 and
1697, the British navy actually lost, by capture alone, 50 vessels :
it is probable, too, that at least an equal number fell by the perils
of the sea.

King William, in the mean time, had built 30 large ships;
(17 of 80, 3 of 70, and 10 of 60 guns;) and half that number
of still finer ships had been captured from the French. Such
ships of the 54-gun class, and of the classes between the 48 and
42 inclusive, as had not been lost or disposed of, appear to have
been reduced, the first to 50, the latter to 40 gun ships. Besides
which, some ships, constructed to mount 40 guns, had been built.
Several 30 and 20 gun ships had been built, or taken from the
encmy. Hence, the 10 rated classes of the year 1714 were, the
100, 90, 80, 70, 60, 50, 40, 30, 20, and 10, gun-ship clasg; the
latter consisting of only one individual.

The rates themselves appear, about this time, to have also
undergone a reorganization. The first-rate now descended no
Jower than the 100, and the second, no lower than the 90 gun
class. The third admitted all classes below the 90, and above
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the 60. The fourth took for its limits the 60 and 50; and the
fifth received all below the 50, down to the 30. The sixth-rate
found room for every class below the 30, that had not, for its de-
nomination, a term in which, as sloops, bombs, &c., the number
of guns was not expressed. Desirous to show what, if any, pro-
gress in classification, armament, and size, half a century has
produced, we will, by the aid of an abstract, investigate the state
of the navy at tho death of George I., in June 1727.

An Abstract of the British Navy in June 1727.1

CARRIAGE-GUNS. g ‘=-|‘= g

% Gross [EE~=3! o

No.| Rate. | £ | First Quarter- | Weight [S2 22| £

S | or main sf)?z,id ggﬁg deck and of E‘ kol ,% '§ 5

Deck. 3 * |Forecastle.| Guns. i3 | o A
S]‘i‘;‘s' No. Pds.|No. Pds.[No, Pds.No. Pds.| Tons. |No.|No.|Tons.
1| First. (100 |28 42|28 24|23 12|16 6 | 214 |%30] 7 |1360
2 |Second.| 90 26 32126 18|26 9|12 ’9 175 680 13 | 1566
3 | ‘Third. 80 i Dol sl 2] 2t YR 3%, 147+ 15201 16 |1350
4 " 70 PRREE - DRSO TSRO | -] " 126% |480| 24 [1128
5 | Fourth.| 60 0 ik - -« |10 ik 104 365| 18 | 195
6 e 50 |22 18{23 ,, |- | 6 ,, 853 [280] 46 | 755
i Fifth. 40 20 12| 20 L .- 574 [190| 2¢ | 594
8 oy 30 LT AR RECREECR | -- 34 135| 3| 421
9 | Sixth. | 20 {20 6] -« e -e e-| - -o| 224 [115| 2/ 374

On the face of this abstract, there does not appear any greater
increase in the size of the ships than the increased weight of the
guns seems to authorize. One improvement, however, ig evi-
dent : the poop or roundhouse deck is no longer armed. The
two or four 3-pounders, formerly mounted there, now appéar as
6-pounders on the quarter-deck and forecastle. We have heyo
no clashing of elasses on account of a similarity in the number
of guns. On the other hand, that distinction between the rates,
founded on the number of decks, and which so particularly cha-
racterizes the abstract of 1677, is destroyed.

The number of decks of a fighting-ship is generally considered
to be a tolerable criterion of her force; and, if every ship of war
notoriously mounted the same number and nature of guns upon
a deck, the expression, single-decker, two-decker, or three-
decker, would be thoroughly understood. By this a deal of

1 The items of the table in the text which was not materially varied until

have been carefully compiled from official
and other documents. The guus are those
established npon the several classes by an
order of 1716 ; and which order continued
in force until 1743. The complements are
thosc borne between 1719 and 1733, The
tonnage is that established in 1719, and

1743, The employment of swivel-guna
in the navy, at or about this period (see
page 13), renders necessary the distinction
of carriage-guns. In the 30-gun class the
complement was probably made up by
two small pieces.
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circumlocution, and of private, as well as of international bicker-
ing would be saved. As, however, ships’ decks vary in length
from 70 or 80, to upwards of 200 fect ; and ships’ guns, in cali-
ber and weight, from the 3-pounder of 11, to the 42-pounder of
65 cwt., the simple term, one, two, or three-decker explains
nothing. A strong instance, that occurs in the abstract of 1677,
will illustrate this. There the three-decker, No. 12, is classed
above the two-decker, No. 13 ;! and no one would imagine, that
a second-rate, of three decks, was not of greater force than a
third-rate, of two decks. The first discovery to the contrary is,
that the two-decker mounts the greater number of guns; but
that is only by a seventh: the next discovery is, that, in broad-
side-weight of metal, she is the more formidable ship by nearly
a third ; that of the 64 being 511, of the 74, 751 1bs.

Let us suppose, for argument-sake, that some such expressions
as these were in use: ““ A 10-port two-decker,” ““ A 13, or a 14-
port two-decker.” Any one of these three terms ought to enable
us to get at the total number of guns in the ship, as readily as if,
according to the former supposititious case, all ships’ decks were
armed alike. Take a person, wholly unacquainted with naval
technicalities, and, pointing to the ship, No. 7,2 as she lies on
the water, ask him what number of decks she has. He replies,
“Two.”” If he takes the pains to count her guns, he will agree
with you, that she is a * 10-port two-deeker.” Show him, next,
No. 4, and ask him what she is. After a slight pause, he will
say, “ A 13-port three-decker, that seems to want four ports in
the middle of her upper deck.”

You smile at this double mistake of the landman's ; and, as
the best mode of convincing him of his error, carry him on board
the ship. As he stands on the gangway, looking with wonder
above, around, and below him, you, pointing down the waist,
ask him what is tho name of that deck. IIe answers you,
“The lower;” or, if his eyes can penetrate the hatchway below,
or hisrecollection furnish him with the number of tiers of cannon
he counted when on sliore, he may reply, *“ The middle deck.”
You assure him that the deek he is looking down upon is the
upper deck. He raises his eyes towards the deck on which he
is standing. You tell him that is the quarter deck. ‘ Quarter!”
he may think, if not exclaim, ¢ why, it extends over more than
half the ship, and only wants planking upin the middle to be the
largest deck of tho three.”” He may then be emboldened, on his
part, to ask, “Why not call it the half-deck?” e is carried

1 See Appendix, No. 1. 2 Sece the short abstract at p. 11,
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below, and shown a small space between the wardroom door and
the break of the quarter-deck, and informed that that is the
half-deck.

Although it would De avain hope to expeet to change names,
which have stood their ground for ages, and are perfectly under-
stood by the persons for whose use they were made; yet an
cndeavour to trace the origin of the terms by which the different
decks of a fighting-ship are distinguished, may tend to elucidate
many of the statements, and those by no means the least im-
portant, in the following pages. It isa remarkable fact, that the
forecastle and quarter, or poop deck, although now the most in-
significant, were once the only decks armed with guns. Theso
were mounted, not as broadside, but as chase guns. Atterwards,
a tier of them was placed on each side of the principal, or main
deck ; but, until the invention of portholes, all the guns were
mounted, as formerly mentioned, en barbette.!

Almost the first use made of the power of pointing the guns
through, instead of over, the ship’s side, was to employ an addi-
tional tier of them. The deck, which sustained the lower and
Lieavier tier, was named, by the English, the lower, or gun-deck;
by foreigners in general, the first deck.? The deck next above
the principal deck, the English called the upper,? foreigners the
second deck. Hence, when a third deck was added, the latter
had only to express it by that name ; while the English had to
change upper into middle, and apply the former term to the
third deck.

Conformably to this arrangement, the Inglish admiralty and
navy boards call the single gun-deck, of what is commonly
termed a one-decked ship, the upper deck, and the deck below
it, upon which no guns are mounted, the lower, or gun-deck.
With them, therefore, every reputed single-decked ship, except
she be so small as to have no ’tween-decks, is, properly speak-
ing, a two-decked ship: while foreigners, the French in par-
ticular, designate the upper as the second deck, when only any
guns are mounted upon the lower. When otherwise, the upper
deck is described as the deck,? and the guns placed upon it, as
mounted in single battery;® the lower deck, as the English
would call it, being named the false, or imperfect decks To

1 See p. 1. duck 5 tut ebipwrights, when they use
2 Premier pont, Fr. Prima coperta, If, that term, apply it, very properly, to the
Primera cubierta, $p. Frimeira cuberta, lower, or principal deck.
Portug. Ver dek, Dulch. Forsta laget, 4 Le pont; la seule batlerie,
Swed., &¢, 5 ¥n batterie.
. 8 Sailors frequently name this the main- v € “Faux-pont; pont au-dessous de la
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call the lower, the gun-deck, when, as in the case of two, or
throe decked ships, guns are also mounted upon the deck or
decks above it, tends to confuse, rather than to distinguish 5 but
to call that the gun-deck, upon whichi no guns are mounted, is

. & gross absurdity. Yet, in official language, the lower deck of
every ship is indiscriminately named the gun-deck, and the cabin
at the after part of it the gunroom. So that the length of a
modern frigate’s ¢ gun-deck,” so frequently published for our
information, is not the length of the deck whercon she mounts
Ler guns, but of the deck beneath if, on which she lodges her
men.

It is, however, in the storey erected above the upper deck,
50 called, that we must look for the most glaring, and as re-
spcets the armament of a ship, the most important, perversion
of terms. The ancients were accustomed to build upon the short
prow, or fore-deck of their galleys, a kind of turret, or small
castle;! and the rudiments of this were plainly visible in the
Venetian galleas, or greater war-galley, employed as latc as
1571. The origin of tho names, forecastle, with the English,
castella di proa, with the Italians, gaillard d’avant, or, chatcau
de proa, with the French, as well as of tho terms of similar
import used by other nations,? is thus readily traced. The term
“ gaillards,” taken alone, includes, apparently, all that part of
a ship’s upperworks intended for the accommodation of the
principal officers. ¢ Communément les logemens se pratiquent
sur les ponts les plus ¢élevés, pour avoir des jours dans l'accas-
tillage : c¢’est cette combinaison d’ornement et de commodité qui
forme ce que Fon appelle les chiteaux ou gaillards.”® The cor-
responding elevation at the after-part of the ship was designated
by substituting, either after for for,* or poop for prow,® except in
England, where, in one instance, the term half-deck was used ;8
but, in all others, quarter-deck, in referenece, probably, to that
portion of the ship’s length over which it originally extended.
The quarter of a ship is that part of the side which lies towards
tho stern, or which is compreliended between the aftmost end

premidre batterie.” The Americans usu- 3 Traité Elémentaire de 1a Coustruction
ally call this deck the berth-deck, meaning
that on which the ship’s company is
lodged.

1 As carly as the twelfth century,
“ towers’’ in ships are recommended, from
which to use the spears and other arms of
the time, Sce Auntiquarian Repository,
vol. lii., p. 62.

3 Castillo de proa, Span. Castillo du
proa, Portug. Voor-kastreel, Duich,
Skeuts, Swedwsh,

des Bitimens de Mer; par M. Vial du
Clairbois, &c., & Paris, 1805, tom. 1., p. 148.
4 Gaillard d'arriére, ou chiteau de

poupe. -

5 Castella di poppa, Ital. Castillo do
popa, Span., &c.

8 p- 3: also Charnock, vol, li., p.
449 : where Admiral Sir Cloudesley Shovel,
as late as 1690, uses the term ic the samo
way.
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of the main-chains, and the sides of the stern where it is termi-
nated by the quarter-picees; but the gquarter-deck is stated to
extend all the way from the mainmast to the stern. This, how-
ever, applies to English ships only: the French usually make
the extent of their ¢ gaillard d’arritre” depend on the rate and
class of the ship; in some it extends to about three feet ahead
of the mainmast, in others to scarcely double that distance from
the mizenmast. DMost nations, as we have just shown, called
the elevation above the quarter-deck the poop.! The French,
however, named it la dunette.

The fallacy of the term quarter-deck betrayed itself as early,
at least, as the year 1673; when the ship No. 16 in the first-
given abstract,? was armed with seven guns of a side on her
quarter-deck, while mounting only twelve of a side on cither of
her whole decks. It was but to add to thesc, the two guns of
a side on the forecastle, and on the poop, to produce within one
gun of a third complete tier; yet no one, but an unsophisticated
landman, would think of calling the ship a three-decker. No,
not although the great Mr. Pepys himself may be found deno-
minating certain French ships, from one of which the two ships
at No. 16 in the abstract were actually modelled, ¢ ships with
two decks and a half.” These are Mr. Pepys’s words:—“In
1672 and 1673, the French brought a squadron of about 35 ships
to Spithead, to join our fleet. There were several excellent
ships with fwo decks and o half, that carried from 60 to 74 guns;
more especially onc called the Superbe, which his majesty and
royal highness went on board of: she was 40 feet broad, carried
74 guns, and six months’ provisions. Our frigates, being nar-
rower, could not stow so much provision, nor carry their guns
s0 far from the water; which Sir Anthony Deane observing,
measured the ship, and gave his majesty an account thercof,
who was pleased to command Sir Anthony to build the Hai-
wich,? as near as he could of the Superbe’s dimensions; which
was done accordingly, with such general satisfaction, as to be
the pattern of the second and third rates built by the late act
of parliament.”™

In spite of so high an authority, however, the Harwich, ana
all ships built like her, were, and still continue to be, called
two-decked ships.

1 The elevatlon that, in former days,  abstract of 1677, was the Harwich; the
was frequently to be seen above the poop, other, the Swiftsure,
was called by the English the poop-royal. 4 Sce Pepys’s Miscellanies, p. 268. The

2 See Appendix, No. 1, second and third rates alluded to are those
3 One ship of class No. 16 in the  at Nos.7 and 17 in the abstract,
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The forccastle and quarter-deck, which, in their practical
application as terms, have thus so violated preecision, were
originally detached elevations, that left the deck immediately
below them, or so much of it as intervened between the fore
and main masts, open and cxposed. Hence ships so constructed
were said to be deep-waisted. The French term analogous to
this is haut accastillé, signifying a ship with high, or lofty upper-
works; certainly a more intelligible expression. Afterwards it
was found convenient, particularly in ships of war, to connect
the two short decks by a boarded passage on each side, called
the gangway ; to support which were placed beams or rafters,
that reached right across the ship. This gave to the wholo
such a continuous appearance that no person, not otherwise
taught, would hesitate to call it, as our landman did,’ the upper
deck of the ship. And even a marine writer of France justifies
the term :—*“ On peut regarder les gaillards comme le pont le
plus élevé des vaisseaux, dont une partie est interrompue entre
lo grand mét et le mit do misaine ; ce qui forme deux demi-ponts
au niveau I'un de I'autre.”?

Some advances have, however, since bcen made. The French,
for instance, wero accustomed occasionally to cover with a
grating the open space between the two *“ half-decks ;” and then
it was no longer “les gaillards,” or “ les demi-ponts,” but “le
pont de cailbottis,” the deck with a grating. ¢ Je crois donc
que les vaisseaux du second rang pourroient avoir trois ponts
sans gaillards, ou plutot les gaillards qui formeroient le troi-
sitme pont, seroicnt joints par des cailbottis, comme on 'a v
au Tonnant. De tels batimens, qu’on pourroit regarder comme
n'ayant que deux ponts, scroient, au moyen du pont de cailboitis,
&ec.””® In more modern times, cach passage, or gangway, has in
some cases been widened, so as to admit a gun to recoil ; or, if
necessary, as many guns as the passage, from its length, can
receive. But even this, with the Xnglish, isnot allowed to take
from the deck that is underncath, and which is now almost
covered from sight, its ancient name of upper. The ship, there-
fore, should particularity be requisite, not otherwise, has a new
deck assigned to her, called the spar-deck, a name, of the origin or
application of which every one seems ignorant. If it is because
the ship’s spare gpars are stowed on that deck, so are they in
the same place on board every ship ; namely, on each side of

JL.Se0. 12 1
2 Castillo de proa, Span. fe Marine; 3 Elemens de I'Architecture Navale*
roa, Portug. Voor-kastreele Marine; par M. Dubamel du Monceau ; & arls,

Skents, Swedish, 1752,
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the launch, between the fore and main masts. The French say,
“Pont sur gueule,” which may be rendered, ‘“the deck built
over the mouth of the upper deck,” commonly called the waist.
‘Why is this not as complete a deck as anyin the ship? Hence,
as no one venturcs, in common utterance, to speak of a spar-
decked one, two, or three decker, a ship of this construction may
mount a whole tier of cannon beyond what her denomination
expresses ; and we shall, by-and-by, have to adduce some very
formidable examples.

Not only the three and the two, but the single-decked ship
feels, and that to a greater extent, the inconvenience of this
ambiguous nomenclature. For instance, a ship that mounts
28 guns on a single deck, and 14 on the quarter-deck and fores
castle, it is thought necessary to reduce, by cutting away the
two latter short decks; thereby exposing to view lLer main
battery-deek, from end to end, and disarming her, of course, of
14 out of her 42 guns. Yet this ship, materially altered as
she is in her form, and stripped of a third part of her numerical
force, undergoes no change of name : she is still a single-decked
ship. It is true, that a similar operation performed upon the
two, or the three-decker, would lead to a similar alteration in
the form, and some, but not so great, a reduction in the force.
A two, or three-decked ship, so cut down and reduced, would
also retain her former name, DBut two, or three-decked ships,
without quarter-decks, are of rare occurrence; while single-
decked vessels of that form are very numerous. They descend
to the lowest small-craft that has a deck upon which guns are,
or may be mounted. It is likewise true, that the term flush-
deeked has been used to signify, that the single-decked ship of
war, so named, is constructed without an over-built quarter-deck
and forecastle.

Flush, in this its arbitrary signification, is synonymous with
level. A flush-deck is, therefore, a level or even deck, through-
out its extent.! In this sense is not every principal of fore-and-
aft deck of a ship a flush-deck? Were not the three whole
decks of the Sovereign-of-the-Seas called, by one who in that
respect is no mean authority, ‘¢ three-flushe-decks ?’ The term
was evidently first used in the merchant-service, and stood
opposed to that form of deck, which, as it runs aft,.suddenly
rises by a step or two, and then continuing in a line to the stern,
becomes the quarter-deck of the vessel. Ships of this construe-
tion were described, properly enough, as deep-waisted ; and ihe

1 The French say, “ Un pont entier, sans ravalement, nl interruptions.”
VOL. I, (4
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generality of merchant-vessels are, to this day, built in that
manner. Were flush, as meaning level, without fall or rising,
to be used in reference to the upper edge of the gunwale, or
planksheer, of the ship, instead of to her deck, it would serve per-
fectly well to distinguish an open-decked from a quarter-decked
ship of war. For both the quarter-deck and the forecastle bul-
warks cease at the extremities of the gangway ; and the inter-
mediate drop in the line (now perpendicular and abrupt, formerly
softened down by a scroll or figure) is merely rendered less
obvious, by the presence of the hammocks stowed in the waist
nettings, or of the painted canvas that covers them. The
French term corresponding with flush-ship, or flush-built ship,
is, ““Un batiment paré de long en long ;” and that even a three-
decked ship, according to the French application of the term,
““les gaillards,” or the quarter-deck and forecastle, may be with-
out any decks of that description, is clear from the following
example.

M. Clairbois informs us, that the French Ville-de-Paris, until
subsequently raised upon so as to mount 12 or 14 guns more,
was a 90-gun ship, ‘“sans gaillards.”” Her original force we
get from his book, and her dimensious and tonnage from the
records in the navy office, the Ville-de-Paris having since (when
a 104-gun ship) been captured by the British. To facilitate a
comparison that we may afterwards have occasion to make, we
subjoin the name, dimensions, and force of a British quarter-
decked 90, built in 1756, which was about the time that the
Ville-de-Paris herself was built.

e CARRIAGE-GUNS, Ly
2Nngth | preadth | & Eels
Class, Name. of ] Se- |Quarter- | EHE
Deck, [eXtreme.f & &S:‘ cond ]mchjlkckand E'ECFE
* | Deck. [Forecast. ¥
Gunship. Ft. In.| Ft. In, NoPds NoPdslNoI’ds‘No. Dds. |1bs. Eng.
90’”“3‘"“}3;?:'} 187 4|53 8} 234i30 3630 2430 12 - - | 1170

"%‘;‘;{{f“l"}mmur. 174 114 | 48 7§ (181426 3226 1826 12 12 6 842

It may here be remarked, that flush-ships, whether single,
two, or three deckers) for the term is equally applicable to all
of them), have, according to the English seaman’s phrase, a
quarter-deck and forecastle ; that is, two imaginary lines are
drawn across the deck, one even with the foremast, the other
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with the after side of the gangway-entrance; and that portion
of the deck which lies abaft the latter line i called the quarter-
deck, that ahead of the former, the forecastle. The term gang-
way, like many others, is ambiguous in its meaning. It stands
for the passage thatleads from the quarter-deck to the forecastle,
and, in that sense, is rendered in French by ¢ passe-avant.” It
means also the entrance to the ship’s deck from the top of the
outside ladder; for which there appears no correspording French
term. 'The ladder nailed to the ship’s side they call ¢ échelle
hors le bord.”

Shipwrights know of no such ideal decks as quarter-deck and
forecastle, in cases where the deck is continuous fore-and-aft ;
nor is the French term, ¢ gaillards,” at all applicable to them
neither are we aware, whether or not the French naval people
make a similar division of the upper deck of their flush ships.
Still there are two terms, and those in general use, which, in a
great degree, depend for their correctness upon the admission of
the very terms, quarter-deck and forecastle, as divisional parts of
a flush deck. For instance, flush vessels, of the smaller sorts
especially, are seldom without a raised deck forward, that over-
hangs and covers nearly the whole of the imaginary forecastle ;
and that short deck is called the topgallant forecastle. Its use
is, not to be a platform for guns, but to shelter the crew from
the rain and the break of the sea. Corresponding with this,
there is often, on board the larger flush ships, a short deck at
the stern, named after, and every way resembling the poop. Its
principal use is to be a roof to the captain’s cabin. When con-
fined to this office, the French call it “la petite teuge ;”” when
extended forward to, or a little ahead of the mizenmast, they call
it ““le demi-gaillard.” Their term *la dunette ” seems applicable
only, when this short deck is erected over “le gaillard d‘arriére,”
or the proper quarter-deck. Both these short decks, the top-
gallant. forecastle and poop, are usually without bulwarks, and
therefore very slightly interrupt the continuous line, which, in
our humble judgment, gives, or should give, the name to the
flush ship. Although it is common for two, and three-deckers,
except the lowest class of the former, to be constructed with
poops, yet some ships are built without any, and others have
them, for various reasons, cut away. If we take no account of
these, it is because the slight operation they undergo causes no,
or a very slight, reduction in their armament; and it is as it
affects her armament only, tha a ship’s construction can claim
any part of our attention.



20 INTRODUCTION, [1677.

As these pages are not intended for the exelusive perusal of
professional men, we shall be pardoned for qualifying some
terms, and altering others, so as to render our expressions in-
telligible without the aid of a paraphrase. Accordingly, in this
work, the several decks of a fighting-ship have been, and will
be called, first, second, and third, instead of lower, middle, and
upper. For example, we say, not lower deck, middle deck,
upper deck, but as foreigners invariably do, first deck, second
deck, third deck. 'Where a ship mounts the principal part of her”
guns on a single deck, we shall avoid saying, with the French
and others, “the deck,” by adjoining the word ‘“main.”” Hence,
a frigate’s single battery-deck is her muin deck; and so, indeed,
it is generally called, for the reason that sailors are accustomed
to call by that name the upper deck of every ship. Shipwrights,
on the other hand, denominate the lower the main-deck; and to
that, as a Dattery-deck, the term is every way the most appli-
cable. Wo shall merely connect main with first, thus, first or
main-deck, in order to its ready application, where wanted, to
single-decked ships. To meet the term  faux-pont,” as applied
by the French to the deck that is below the main-deck of the
latter class of vessels; and to avoid the paradoxical expression
of lower deck, as applied to a reputed single-decked ship, we
would say, with the Americans, the berth-deck, as being that on
which the crew are lodged. However, the expression will be
seldom required, and therefore less liable to offend these who
may think it unwarrantably used.

As 99 out of every 100 two and three decked ships are con-
structed with a quarter-deck and forecastle, we may consider the
latter as almost necessary appendages to the former; at least,
we may venture to designate a ship, so construeted, as the
common (adding, if necessary, or quarter-decked) two or three
decker. No such adjunct, however, necd be used, unless a flush
two or three decker presents herself to notice. With respect to
single-decked ships, commonly so called, the case is different,
The flush ship hasbecome a greater favourite than formerly ; and
the navy-lists of all countries now contain whole classes so con-
structed. Precision would therefore require, that we should
mark well the distinetion between the quarter-decked and the
flush one-decker; and at the risk of frequently clogging our
meaning with obscurity, we should be compelled to make ths
attempt, were it not that some other terms have stepped in, and,
by narrowing the discussion, saved both the reader and ourselves
from any embarrassment on the subject.
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We Lave already shown that the term skhip means any vessel
that passes over the sea with sails! But that is its general
meaning : it has also a specific one, fully as well known. Ac-
cording to this, the term signifies a square-rigged vessel of at
least three masts. The square-rigged vessel of two masts is
denominated a brig; and the minor classes, that are not square-
rigged, and which comprise sloops, cutters, schooners, &ec.,
generally pass, among seafaring people at least, by the sweeping
appellation of fore-and-aft vessels; an expression used in refer-
ence to the cut of their principal sails. Now, as the only
quarter-decked brigs of war that we know of are a few belong-
ing to the navy of Spain,? it may be taken for an axiom in naval
affairs, that brigs of war, and all the small-craft below them,
are flush-built: consequently the latter term, when they are
mentioned, need not be used, but becomes applicable to one-
decked ship-rigged vessels only, and is even still more restricted,
as we shall presently show.

No sooner was anything like system adopted in the conduct
of engagements between fleets than it became necessary that the
line of battle should be composed of the larger and stronger
ships, as being those the best able to bear the brunt of such
encounters. The earliest list in which a separation of this
kind appears is that of the British Channel fleet, under Admiral
Russel, in 1691. There the honourable distinction of line-of-
battle ship descends to the fourth-rate inclusive, and, with one
exception to be noticed hereafter, has so continued ever since.?
Hxclusive of the ships destined to take their stations in the line
of battle, there were attendant vessels, the duties of a portion of
which were, to reconnoitre the enemy, to chase away stragglers,
and to perform various other detached services: the remainder
consisted of hospital-ships, bomb-vessels, and fire-ships. The
reconnoitring or cruising portion usually comprised the fifth
and sixth rates, and were denominated frigates. A navy was
therefore composed of, line-of-battle ships, frigates, bomb-vessels,
fire and hospital ships: the two first, as comprehending within
the six rates the bulk of the fighting navy, constituted the two
grand or principal divisions.

No one can dispute the propriety of the term line- of battle

ship, as above applied. We will now endeavour to ascertain

2 See ~ navy, in which the “line-of-battle” classes

2 The Port-\[almn and Vincejo, each of  are separated from the others, is one of

277 tons, were so constructed. the year 1714,—See Derrick, p. 124,
3 The first published abstract of the
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how friggot,! frigat,? or in modern English, frigate, a term that
in itself conveys no meaning, became invested with the exten-
sive signification which we have also shown it to possess. Tho
author of the  Dictionnaire de la Marine,” published at Amster-
dam in 1739, is the earliest writer we know of that treats on the
frigate. He says, “ The word frégate derives its origin from the
Mediterranean, where it was usual to designate as frigates long
vessels, that used both sails and oars, and carried a deck, of
which the top-side, being higher than that of galleys in general,
had openings resembling portholes, for the oars to pass through.”
—“Ce mot do frégate tire son origine de la Méditerranée, ou
Yon appeloit frégates de longs bitimens » voile et & rame, qui
portoient couverte, et dont le bord, qui étoit beaucoup plus haut
que celui des galéres, avoit des ouvertures, comme des sabords,
pour passer les rames.” What oceasioned these sailing galleys
to be named frégata* is not very clear; but, at all events, wo
may safely conjecture, that the principal quality for which they
were famed was swiftness of sailing.®

The contiguity of France, by her Mediterranean frontier, to
the waters that gave birth to the ‘‘fregata,” renders it easy to
conceive that, ere many years had elapsed, vessels of a somewhat
similar form, bearing the same name, appeared in the Channel.
Augmented size and a bluffer body would diminish the rate of
sailing, but were requisite, nevertheless, to counteract the storms
and swells of a northern sea. 'Towards the middle of the six-
teenth century, the generality of English merchant-ships were
called frigates; some of which, towards the latter part of the,
century, were, ag we are informed, hired from the merchant, to
serve in the British navy. Accordingly, in a list of 1588, we
find, among the ‘‘ships serving with Sir Francis Drake,” the
““frigat Elizabeth Fonnes,” of 80 tons and 50 men; but how
armed does not appear. A merchant-vessel, requiring the
greater part of her hull for the stowage of her cargo, would
carry her guns in a single tier : and there can be no doubt that
the merchant-ships of those days were far better sea-boats than

1 Fuller in his Worthies, Pepys, Raleigh,
&c.  Mr. Derrick, whenever he quotes
passages from these and other English
writers, alters the language to the modern
standard. This is highly improper; as,
were the reader not aware that such a
liberty had been taken,.he might justly
doubt the authenticity of the quota-
tions.

3 Johnson. Mr. Todd also spells it in
the same mauner We may here remark,

that Johnson, or rather his printer, has
misspelt the French word, calling it
Frigate instead of Frégate. Both in Mr.
'Todd's edition and Mr. Chalmers’s Abridg-
ment the same error prevails.

3 Dict. de la Marine, p. 498,

4 “frégata; Picclol navilo da remo.”
Barettl.

5 The French give the name of frégaté
to a very swilt-flying sea-guil,
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the men-of-war ; the tier-upon-tier of cannon and lofty upper-
works of which rendered them fitter to be gazed upon in harbour,
than to withstand the rough weather they must have been ex-
pected to encounter on the ocean.

Towards the close of the sixteenth century, Sir Robert Dud-
ley, commonly called the Duke of Northumberland, prepared
draughts of seven distinct classes of ships of war: the Galleon,
Rambargo, Galizabra, Frigata, Gallerone, Galerata, and Passa-
volante. The accounts are not very satisfactory, as to the
number and paturc of guns which it was intended for each to
mount.! Among them was a ship measuring 160 feet in lengtl,
and 24 in breadth, and constructed to carry a tier of gunson a
single whole deck, besides other guns on two short decks, that
resembled tho quarter-deck and forecastle, or rather, not being
united by gangways, the poop and topgallant-forecastle. Iere
the disposition of the guns is the same precisely as that which
characterizes the modern frigate ; and it is a singular fact, that
this ingenious nobleman named his vessel, thus constructed and
armed, Frigata. Sir Robert, early in the ensuing century, sub-
mitted his dranghts to government ; but, although some bene-
ficial hints may have been taken, it does not appear that his
proposition met a favourable reception. To prove his own con-
fidence in his plan, Sir Robert, in the year 1594, caused a vessel
to be built at Southampton, of a similar form to his intended
Galleon, but measuring only 300 tons. With this vessel, which
mounted 30 guns (of small calibers, no doubt), the inventor
made a voyage to India; and, according to his report, the
vessel fully answered his expectations?

The author of the ¢ Dictionnaire de la Marine ’ states, that
the English were the first to name as frigates, upon the ocean,?
long vessels, armed for war, haviug the deck much lewer than
that of galleons and ordinary ships.* This undoubtedly refers
to single-decked vessels; but it is not clear whether, by
““ batimens armés en guerre,” is meant regular king’s ships, or
armed ships hired of the merchants, and to which, as we have
already shown, the name frigate was commonly applied. The
probability, that the latter were those alluded to, is strengthened
by the fact, that the first list of king’s ships, one of 1604, in
which any frigate appears, contains only ‘“a French frigat.”

1 For the draughts, see Charnock, vol.  aient appelé frégates, sur I'océan, les biti-
ii., p. 177. mens longs, armés en guerre, qui ont le

* See Charnock, vol. ii., p. 177, pont beaucoup plus bas que celui des ga~
3 As distinguished from the Mediterra- lions et des navires ordinaires.”—Dict. de
nean sea. la Marine, p. 498,

sales Anglais sont les premiers qui
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This vessel stands the last but one in the list, and, from her
burden, 15 tons, must have been little better than a boat. The
next list of king’s ships, in which the frigate appears, is one of
1633. There the two last vessels are the ¢‘ Swann frigat,” and
““Nicodemus frigat,” cach of G0 tons, 10 men, and 3 guns. In
a subsequent list, they each appear with a different tonnage,
number of men, and guns. One may conjecture that, as Charles I.
made frequent visits of inspection to his different naval depéts,
the Swan and Nicodemus were clegant, fast-sailing little ships,
built to attend him thither ; and it is not unlikely, that the
diminutive French frigate of the former list had also been con-
structed for pleasurable purposes.

Fuller, who wrote in or about the year 1660, says, ‘‘ We
fetched the first model and pattern of our friggots from the Dun-
kirks, when, in the days of the Duke of Buckingham, then
admiral, we took some friggots from them, two of which still
survive in his Majestie’s navy, by the names of the Providence
and Expedition.”! Now, the Duke of Buckingham appears to
have filled the office of Lord High Admiral from 1619 to about
1636, and the names Providence and Expedition occur, both in
the list of 1633, and in that of 1652, which is the next that
appears in print. But the figures denoting the tonnages, men,
and guns of the ships, in these early lists, are too contradictory
to enable us to statec more, than that the Providence and Expe-
dition were small ships, mounting from 20 to 30 guns, the chief
of them on a single deck. Mr. Pepys, also, whose aunthority in
all matters respecting the ships of the British navy stands very
high, says thus: ‘The Constant-Warwiek was the first frigate
bnilt in England. She was built in 1649, by Mr. Peter Pett,
for a privateer for the Earl of Warwick, and was sold by him to
the States. DIMr. Pett took his model of a frigate from a French
frigate which he had scen in the Thames; as his gon, Sir Phineas
Pett, acknowledged to me.”2 Mr. Pepys, in his ‘‘Memoirs
of the Navy,” invariably, we observe, spells frigate frigat; but
Mr. Derrick’s correcting hand, and our inability to get a sight
of the ¢“ Miscellanies” and ‘‘Naval Minutes ” (stated by Mr. D.
to be in Magdalen College, Cambridge), compels us, in quota-
tions purporting to be from them, to spell the word, and indeed
all the words, as if they had been written at the close of the
eighteenth, rather than of the seventeenth century.

Mr. Pett may have taken his model some years before he was
called upon to build a vessel from it; and there is no reason to

1 Fyller's Worthies of England, vol. iL,, p. 342, 2 Derrick, p. 76.
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suppose that the French frigate was a national frigate. She was,
most probably, a privateer ; and may have been one of the many
that the enterprising ‘‘ Dunkirks,” as Fuller calls them, had
fitted out. Both writers refer to a model, or pattern, as if there
were something in their frigate to dlstmgulsh her from the
generality of ships of war ; and yet neither has taken the pains
to give the faintest description of what that peculiarity, whether
of form, or of armament, or of both, consisted. We may gather
that the prototype, as she was a privateer, was a swift sailer, °
and not of very large dimensions or force. To arrive at any
further particulars, we must grope a little deeper into the records
of these early times.

The name of the Constant-Warwick occurs in several lists
between 1652 and the end of the century; but in scarcely any
two of those lists does the ship appear with the same tonnage
and number of guns. Both the year in, and the place at which,
and even the person by whom, she was built are differently
stated ; yet there was, undoubtedly, but one ship of the name in
the British navy. Without quoting from so many contradictory
authorities, we shall briefly state the result of our very careful
researches on the subject.

The Constant-Warwick was built in 1646, at Ratcliffe, by
Mr. Peter Pett the elder, for the use of the Earl of Warwick, as
a privateer, or, in softer language, as a sort of private-armed
cruising yacht. She measured, in the modern way of computing
the tonnage, from 380 to 400 tons, and mounted 26 guns; con-
sisting of 18 light demi-culverins, or short 9-pounders, on the
main-deck, six light sakers, or short 6-pounders, on what was
virtually the quarter-deck, and two minions on what, as being of
no greater extent than was requisite for a roof to the chief officer’s
cabin, may be called the poop. 'We have seen several draughts
of English fifth and sixth-rates, as they were constructed in the
latter half of the seventeenth century, that correspond exactly
with this arrangement of the guns. The deck on which the
sakers are mounted is really a whole deck, reaching from stem
to stern ; but the bulwark, or barricade, commences only where
that of the modern quarter-deck does, at the after side of the
gangway-entrance. A ship, of the size and armament of the
Constant-Warwick, well formed in her caréne, or lower body,
lightly but handsomely ornamented in her upper-weorks, and
rigged according to the most approved plan of the day, did no
discredit to the name of frigate, now first applied in England to
any determinate form of vessel.
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The earl subsequently disposed of his frigate to the conmon-
wealth, but not, as it would appecar, until she had afforded
decided ‘proofs of her superiority of sailing. At what precise
time the transfer took place is uncertain; but the first list, in
which the Constant-Warwick appears as a national ship, is one
of 1652. Thereshe classesas a fifth-rate, of 28 guns. Inanother
list of the same year, her guns are stated at 32: a difference to
be explained, perhaps, by one being the lowest, the other the
highest, number of guns assigned to the ship in her new employ.:

The English were always fond of over-gunning their vessels;
and it generally happened, when an English ship of war was
taken by the French, that the latter, before they sent her forth
as a cruiser, reduced, sometimes by a full sixth, the number of
her guns. One instance may suffice. The Pembroke, when
captured by the French, at the commencement of the eighteenth
century, mounted 64 guns; but, when recaptured shortly after-
wards, had an board only 50 guns, and these as the whole of
lier establishment.?

An addition of six guns to the Constant-Warwick’s original
number was, perhaps, no improvement; but what shall we say
to an increase of 20, or, at all events, of 16 guns? Our suspicion
that this had taken place was excited by secing the name of the
Constant-Warwick, as one of the six fourth-rate 42-gun ships,
enumerated at No. 30 in the abstract of 16773 There the ship,
having her two bow-ports filled, carries 20, instead of 18 demi-
culverins on what is now, in truth, the first gun-deck; and,
having her quarter-deck bulwark continued forward on each side
to her stem, readily finds room for a second whole tier of guns.
The number first mounted on this*second deck was vrobably 20,
the same as on the deck below. Afterwards, 18 were considered
enough ; especially as the guns were not sakers, but demi-
culverins, the same as on the first gun-deck. The poop, by this
new operation, and, perhaps, by a little extension forward,
becomes the quarter-deck, and is armed, at first probably with
six, but afterwards with four minions; making 46 guns as the
temporary, and 42 as the permanent, establishment of the ship.

‘When to the increased weight of the guns their carriages
and shot is added the weight of wood and iron, consumed as
well in the barricade to the second gun-deck as in strengthening
the ship in every part, we may well give credit to a writer of
1665, who, in complaining that ships of the British navy are

1 See this explained at p, 37.“ Anrcdam ® 1See Charnock, vol. i, p. 18
See Appendix, No. 1.
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“over gunned,” instances, among others, ‘“the Constant-War-
wick, from 26 gunns and an incomparable sayler, to 46 gunns
and 'a slugg.”! The worst is, that the Constant-Warwick,
althougl thus changed in her form and qualifications, although,
from an ‘‘incomparable sayler,” converted to a “slugg,” was
allowed to retain her original appellation. 8o that, according to
the loose accounts handed down to us, “the first frigate built in
England ” was an over-gunned, top-heavy, two-decker, instead
of, as a littlo investigation now proves her to have been, a
properly armed, snug one-decker.

There was, however, one part of the Constant-Warwick’s
peculiarity of construction that could not be altered, without a
complete rebuild from the keel npwards: it was the sharpness
of her lower body, or, as the naval draughtsman would call it,
the fineness of her lines. This sharpness of form appears to
have been the only characteristic of the frigate which the
English builders thought worthy to be retained. It seemed to
them a most convenient property, that suited all sizes and
classes of ships; and, accordingly, between the years 1646 and
1658, upwards of G0 “frigates” were built, or building. One,
among the latter, was to carry *from 50 to 80 guns.” The re-
mainder were variously classed, from {56 down to 12 guns; and
the first was the only rate, from which they appear to have been
excluded.

One natural effect of this extraordinary degree of sharpness,
when applied to an overloaded ship carrying 60 or 70 guns, was
s0. to increase the immersion of the vessel, that her lower battery
approached too near to the water to be useful. This "evil we
shall explain in the words of Mr. Pepys. ‘In 1663 and 1664,”
says he, “the Dutch and French built ships with two decks,
which carried from G0 to 70 guns, and so contrived that they
carried their lower guns four feet from the water, and to stow
four months’ provisions; whereas, our frigates, from the Dun-
kirk-built, which were narrower and sharper, carried their guns
but little more than three feet from the water, and but ten
weeks’ provisions.”? Mr. Pepys then states, that five frigates
(three of 70, one of 66, and one of 64 guns, according to the list
of 16773) were ordered to be |built of such dimensions as to
obviate those defects. In eight or ten years afterwards, we find
Mr. Pepys still complaining of this want of buoyancy in the

1 «“Gibsons Observations on Military 2 Derrick, p. 84.
Management,” as copied into Charnock’s 3 See Appendix, No. 1.
second volume,
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British frigates ; as appears by another of his statements, alrcady
quoted to illustrate a point in our inquiries.!

Thus had the “first frigate,” in less than 20 years, spread her
name, if not her qualifications, over nearly the whole of the
British navy. From the time, however, that the first and
sccond-rates excluded all two-decked ships, as was certainly the
case at the date of the abstract of 1677,2 and may have been the
case a year or two earlier, the frigate-classes were confined to
the third and the three inferior rates. 'When, too, at the close
of the seventecnth century, the classes within the first four rates
assumed the name of line-of-battle ships,® the frigate became
further restricted to the fifth and sixth rates ; which, as the fifth-
rate, by the new regulation, was confined to classes below the
50-gun ship, afforded but a very limited range. So that, by the
year 1727, as already shown, the frigate-classes were reduced to
three, the 40, the 30, and the 20 gun ship.

Our next object is to show, to a certain extent, what classes
have emanated from these three; but as some foreign, parti-
cularly French, frigate-classes may occasionally come before us,
it may render the subject more intelligible, if we here introduce
a few general remarks on the system of classification adopted in
the principal foreign navies.

Tt is difficult to say, whether the English or the French were
the first to divide their navy into rates. We can only state, that
in the year 1670, the French navy appears to have consisted of
five rangs, or rates, each composed of several ordres, or classes;
and that their first-class first-rates mounted 120 guns, and mea-
sured 1500 tons French; which, allowing for the difference both
of weight and of casting the tonnage in the two countries, may
be about equal to 1800 tons English. As a substitute for their
sixth-rate, they had a class which they called frégates légeres, or
little frigates. Probably the name, without an adjunct, was
applied to some ships of the fifth-rate, whose exterior form and
manner of carrying their guns may have justificd the appella-
tion. Next to frégates légeres were firc-ships; then barca-
longas, and pinks. Of the composition of the Spanish navy, in
these early times, we can say nothing : we can only remark upon
their ships, as they appeared at sea, or in English ports.

The Dutch seem to have divided their navy into six (some
accounts say, seven) rates. Their heaviest ships, of which there
were but a few, are represented to have mounted 92 or 94 guns,
of which a portion ware probably swivels. The shallowness of

1 See p. 15. 2 See p. 8. 3 See p. 21,
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their waters cramped the Hollanders in the dimensions of their
ships, and compelled them to adopt, in their larger vesscls
especially, a flatter floor and bluffer contour than characterized
the vessels of other nations, of their southern neighbours in par-
ticular.

The great fault attributed to Dritish men-of-war, at the latter
part of the seventeenth, and early part of the eighteenth century,
was their insufficient size, in reference to the guns they were
forced to carry. Hence, their lower batteries could seldom be
~used in blowing weather; and they sailed and worked heavily.
But even this had its advantages ; for the British generally re-
captured their ships, whenever they formed part of an enemy’s
chased fleet : and it is remarkable that, of the Comte de Forbin's
fleet, which, in 1708, attempted a descent on Scotland, the only
ships which perished in the gale that happened were such as
had been taken from the English.

The foreign builders appear to have allowed a greater width
to the portholes, and to the spaces between them. This, in a
given number of portholes and spaces, necessarily added to the
length of the vessel; and as that increased length required a
proportionate breadth, a gencral inerease of bulk, and thence of
tonnage, became the consequence. The ship was thus rendered
more buoyant, and her lower battery stood higher from the
water ; advantages which were sensibly felt by the DBritish, in
almost every encounter attended by a rough sea, or a wind
fresher than common. Tn the form of the lower body of their
ships, the French greatly surpassed the English; but, in point
of materials and workmanship, the advantage was, and perhaps
is to this day, on the side of the latter. 'T'o the British, how-
ever, is certainly due the merit of having been the first to intro-
duce the curved form to that part of the stern against which
the sea beats: on the other hand, they were among the last
to abandon the immoderate contraction of the upper decks of
their ships, and the consequent low position of their chain-
plates.

The Spaniards appear to have taken the lead, even of the
Trench, in the proportion between the size and the numerical
force of their ships. As a sense of pride had induced Spain to
build her ships higher, a sense of safety had impelled her to
build them broader, than those of any other nation. When,
therefore, the example of other states permitted her to ease her
ships of a part of their cumbrous superstructure, Spain continued,
for a while at least, to give them their former breadth. They
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undoubtedly possessed the advantages of greater stability, and
of sides less penetrable by an enemy’s shot. If the increased
thickness of the sides added to the intrinsic weight of the ship,
& counterbalancing property was found in the superior buoyancy
derived from her increased width. One example will suffice
to show the difference that prevailed between the builders of
Spain and of England. The following are the dimensions of a
Spanish and an English ship, of the same class or denomina~
tion; the one built, the other captured, in 1740 :—

|
|

Length of Breadth Depth of
First Deck. | extreme. | llold, | Tons.

Gun-ship.] Ft. In. Ft. In. | Ft. In.
Princessa. . 70 165 1 49 8 22 3 1709
Bedford. .. ,, 150 10} 43 7t 17 10 1230

‘We may now resume our inquiries relative to the various
frigate-classes that followed the three of 1727! Two new
classes were added in 1740: the one a 44-gun ship, averaging
about 710 tons, and established with 40 guns on her two decks,
similar to No. 7 in the short abstract at p. 11 but with 18 and
9, instead of 12 and 6 pounders; also with four 6-pounders on
the quarter-deck. The other class was a 24-gun ship, averaging
about 440 tons, and established with two 9-pounders only on
the first deck, and twenty of the same caliber on the second deck,
with two 3-pounders on the quarter-deck. Before nine years
had elapsed, 38 individuals of the 44-gun class, several of them
of increased dimensions, had been built, and such of the old
40s as could bear them, had been allowed four sixes for their
quarter-decks; which made them also 44-gun ships, although of
a weaker description. The remaining 40s were few in number ;
and, by the year 1755, the class became extinct. In 1748 a
28-gun ship was added, measuring about 585 tons, and con-
structed to carry twenty-four 9-pounders on the main-deck, and
four 3-pounders on the quarter-deck. This was a decided im-
provement on the 24, as well as on the old 30 gun class : more-
over, the 28 is the first ship that, in the arrangement of her
guns, conveys any idea of the modern frigate.

In the year 1757 the following five frigates of the 28-gun class
were built of fir instead of oak, as had hitherto been the general
practice :—

See p. 28.
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Tons, Year.
Act®on . . . o . o 585,s0ld as unserviceable . 1766
Boreas o+ & oo 587 ditto ditto .- . 1770
Hussar . . . . , . 586, captured by the French 1762
Shannon . « -~ - . o bB87, taken to pieces . . 1765
Trent « o o o o o o 687, sold as unservnceable . 1764

So that the four of these fir-built ships, not cut off by eapture,
lasted, upon an average, nine years.

In the year 1757, also, were added two classes, of no mean
importance; one a 32, the other a 36 gun ship. The first of
these merits a particular account. On the 29th of March, 1756,
the Navy Board agreed with Mr. Robert Inwood, of Rotherhithe,
at the rate of 97. 17s. per ton, to build a fifth-rate ship, accord-
ing to a draught proposed by Sir Thomas Slade, one of the sur-
veyors of the navy. The ship was to measure 671 tons, and to
mount twenty-six 12-pounders on the main-deck, four 6-pounders
on the quarter-deck, and two 6-pounders on the forecastle. She
began building in the succeeding April ; and, after being named
the Southampton, was launched on the 5th of May, 1757.
Another ship from the same draught, named the Diana, and
built by Messrs. Batsons, on the Thames, was launched in
August of the same year: she was sold out of the service in
1793.

The Southampton may be con51dered as the first genuine
frigate built in England ; that is, as the first English ship, con-
structed to carry her guns on a single whole deck, a quarter-
deck, and a forecastle, the characteristic, in the opinion of all
the maritime nations, of the proper frigate. A naval writer of
France, M. Lescallier, thus describes the frigate: ¢ I'régate;
navire de guerre, grée de méme que les vaisseanx de ligne, qui
leurs ressemble en tous dans ses manoceuvres, et qui ne differe
d’eux qu'en ce qu’il est plus petit, et gu’il w’a quune batterie de
long en long. Les frégates ont le plus souvent depuis vingt-six
jusqu'a quarante canons, dont les calibres sont de 12 ou de 18,
pour ceux en batterie, et du 6 ou du 8 sur les gaillards.” The
frigates of the celebrated Chapman are all of the same form;
and, indeed, no modern naval architect recommends any other.
The Southampton always bore the character of a good sea-boat
and a prime sailer, and reigned as such-for 56 years; when a
reef of rocks in the Crooked Island passage put a stop to her
career. The 36-gun frigate carried the same number and nature
of guns on the main-deck as the 32, with four additional
6-pounders on the quarter-deck. The class, which eonsisted but

1 Vocabulaire des Termes de Marine.
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of three individuals, averaged about 720 tons. The first launched
was the Pallas. She was ordered in July, 1756, and launched
August 30, 1757. The two others were the Brilliant and Venus.

‘We may notice, in passing, that it was upon one of the 32-gun
class of frigates, the Alarm, that, in Novemler, 1761, copper
sheathing was first employed in the British navy. Like most
other innovations, this scems to have had a weight of prejudice
to remove. It was not until April, 1764, that a second ship, the
Dolphin, of 24 guns, underwent the same operation. In nine
months afterwards the Jason, of 32 guns, was coppered ; and in
March, 1776, the new ship, Daphne, of 20 guns. In that year
four ships were coppered; in 1777, 10 or 12; and, before the
termination of hostilities in 1783, there was scarcely a ship in
the British navy that had not received the benefit of this highly-
important invention. In November, 1783, after various vain
attempts to counteract the effects of the copper sheathing upon
the iron bolts, and in consequence of the success of several ex-
periments made with 44-gun ships, and others of the smaller
classes, it was ordered that copper bolts should in future be used,
under the load-draught of water, in all the ships of the navy.

In the same year in which the above new classes, the 82 and
86 gun frigate, made their appearance, the British captured a
French ship, the Bon-Acquis, of 946 tons, mounting eight
18-pounders on the first deck, twenty-eight 12-pounders on the
second deck, and two G-pounders on the forecastle; total, 38
guns, In 1758 the Dritish also captured the French 86-gun
frigate Mélampe, of 747 tons, and armed the same as the 36-gun
class, already described; and, in the following year, the South-
ampton, assisted by the Mélampe, captured the French 36-gun
frigate Danaé, of 941 tons, mounting twenty-eight 12-pounders
on her main-deck, six 6-pounders on her quarter-deck, and two
6-pounders on her forecastle. Between 1759 and 1761 the
British took three French 32-gun frigates, armed like the South-
ampton, and averaging about 700 tons. It appears, therefore,
that the English, if not beforehand with, were very little behind,
the French, in the construction of that justly-celebrated class of
ship, the modern one-decked, or proper frigate.

In or about the year 1756 the Dritish 50-gun ship, being
found too weak to cope with any ship which the enemy usually
admitted into his line of battle, was reduced to an under-line
class. The ship, however, although armed much in the same
way as the two-decked 44, was not considered as.a frigate, but
continued to be called, as formerly, 50-gun ship.
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In 1744 some newly-discovered virtues in the Dritisn 44-gun
ship caused 29 individuals to be added to a class, which would
otherwise have been extinct in a third of the time. The ships,
like the old ones, were complained of as crank, and as carrying
their guns too near the water. Some attempts were made to
render a few of the latter-built ships more stiff and buoyant ;
but all would not do, and the greater number being deprived of
their lower-deck guns and fitted with poops, were converted into
store-ships. A few individuals remained to attend convoys;
but, although a provoking durability, common to the class, con-
tinued them for years in the service, they lost the appellation of
frigates, and took that of the * old two-decked 44-gun ship;”
a name, the very mention of which raises a smile among modern
men-of-war’s-men.

In 1780 the 38-gun frigate appeared, for the first time, as a
British-built class. Before 1782 five individuals were launched,
averaging 946 tons. These were named, Arethusa, Latona,
Minerva, Phaéton, and Thetis. The Minerva appears to have
been the first afloat. She was built at Woolwich dockyard, and
launched June 3, 1780. The ships had ports for mounting, and
were ordered to carry twenty-eight 18-pounders on the main-
deck. The first admiralty order for establishing them with
guns is dated September 30, 1779. There the quarter-deck and
forecastle armament stands at ten G-pounders, eight 18-pound
carronades, and 14 swivels, and the complement of men at 270.
On the 25th of the succeeding April 9-pounders were ordered
in Heu of the sixes, and the complement was increased to 280
men. Subsequently the two forecastle 9-pounders were ex-
changed for twelves (afterwards again altered to nines), and the
swivels ordered to be omitted. Tor these, carronades were sub-
stituted, a new kind of sea-service ordnance, of which we shall
presently give an account. In 1780, also, the old 36-gun frigate
was revived, but in an highly improved state, the average size of
the ships being 880 tons, and the calibers of the guns changed
from 12 and 6, to 18 and (first 6, then) 9 pounders. This in-
crease of the main-deck calibers, irom 12 to 18 pounders, was a
very great improvement, and appears to have been adopted
about the same time by the French ; from whom were captured,
in 1782, two 40-gun frigates, the Aigle and Hébé. The first
measured 1003 tons, and mounted twenty-six, the second, 1063
tons, and mounted twenty-eight 18-pounders on the mair-deck,
with each of them 8-pounders on the quarter-deck and forecastle.
The Spaniards, also, appear {o have built, in 1761, one 40-gun

VOL. L. D
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18-pounder frigate, the Santa-Sabina. Of 12-pounder 34s, they
had built scveral, of very large dimensions. The Santa-Mar-
garita, for instanee, captured in 1779, measured 993 tons, and
long proved herself a capital ship; and the Santa-Leocadia,
captured in 1781, measured 952 tons. Indeecd, such even still
continued to be the difference of ideas in England and foreign
countries, as to the due proportion to be observed between tho
size of the ship and the armament she was destined to carry,
that all the French 12-pounder 32s, built since 1761, were about
equal in tonnage to the British 18-pounder 38s.

Having already disencumbered the frigate classes of the
44-gun ship, we must now step a little back to clear them of some
minor classes, which, owing to their insignificant size and force,
in comparison with the frigates we have just been describing,
were not worthy of so high a rank. Detween 1757 and 1760
four ships were built, and four captured, by the British, averaging
about 312 tons, and mounting from 14 to 18 guns on a single
deck. In an abstract of 1760, and in another of 1762, these
cight ships were classed by themselves as ¢ frigates.” Immedi-
ately afterwards, however, they were stripped of that name, and
placed among the sloops ; giving rise to a since well-known sub-
class, the ship-rigged sloop.

In the year 1775 a new 24-gun class commenced, averaging
about 520 tong, and carrying twenty-two 9-pounders on the main-
deck, with four 3-pounders (in 1780 exchanged for sixes) on the
quarter-deck. In or about the year 1735 a 20-gun frigate-class
was built, measuring about 430 tons, and mounting 9, instead of
6 pounders. This wasundoubtedly an improvement upon No.9
in the abstract of 1727 ; but, notwithstanding two successive
proposals of inereased dimensions (one of 1741, to measure 498,
and the other of 1745, to measure 508 tons), no subsequent im-
provement was made in the class. The great difference in size
and force, between the 20 and the 28 gun frigate, oecasioned the
former, at what precise time is uncertain, to take the name of
20-gun post ship ; signifying, that she was of the lowest class tc
which a post-captain could be appointed. Subsequently, the
24-gun frigate became also called a post-ship.

The French adopted a somewhat similar plan; when we are
unable to say, but probably about the year 1760. They called
all their frigates, from 24 guns downwards, corvettes, a word
derived from corvettare, to leap or bound. Lescallier, when
treating on the frigate, says, “ A vingt canons, ou au dessous, co
ne sont plus des frégates: on les appele corvettes, et leur ealibre
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est ordinairement du 8 ouendessous.” In another place he says,
 Qurvette ; espece de batiment fait pour la guerre, de méme forme
A peu-pres, et portant le méme grément quune frégate, a la
réserve quil est plus petit. TLes corvettes ont depuis six jusqua
vingt canons.”? Subsequently, the French applied the name to
ships of 24 guns. In later times the French have constructed
very large flush corvettes, and they certainly possess many
advantages. To mount all their guns in a single tier, their
dimensions require to be increased; and this enables them to
carry heavier metal than ships of the same nominal force, that
mount a part of their guns on a quarter-deck and forecastle.

So that the term post-ship was applied to ships of 24, 22, and
20 guns, and ship-sloop, to ships of 18, 16, 14, and any less number
of guns; while the French term corvetfe comprehended both
divisions of classes. The French named their armed brigs
simply brigs (bricks, or brigantines, and commonly avisos), sur-
prised, no doubt, that the British should apply the term sloop to
any vessel, no matter how rigged or constructed, provided she
was commanded by a master and commander. For instance, a
74-gun ship, if reduced in her armament, and a master and com-
mander appointed to her, registers as a sloop; that is, unless
fitted for, and expressly classed as, a hospital, prison, or store
ship. It should be observed that the French, notwithstanding
they commonly call their own men-of-war brigs of the largest
class, bricks or avisos, do not hesitate to apply the term corvette,
(although, as it has just appeared, originally restricted to ship-
rigged vessels, or vessels ‘portant le méme grément qu'une
frégate ) to British brigs-of-war of the smallest class. Tomeet
this, we shall designate all French brigs-of-war above an acknow-
ledged gun-vessel so rigged, bmg—corvcttes

The proper frigate, therefore is a ship that mounts 24 guns,
at the least, on a single deck, besides other guns on a quarter-
deck and forecastle. So long as this arrangement of the gunsis
adhered to, the denomination will, we conceive, apply to a ship
of any force; but, when once the waist becomes barricaded and
filled with guns, the vesselis no longer a frigate, but a flush two-
decked ship. It may here be observed, that the term flush cannot
with propriety be applied to a frigate, because, according to
the above definition, a frigate must have a quarter-deck and fore-
castle. The term can only be used in reference to such real
single-decked vessels as are to be found among the post-ship and

1 Vocabulaire des Termes de Marine.
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ship-sloop classes ; and thisis tho restriction to which we alluded
at a former page.!

‘We may gather from what has been stated, that the expres-
sion, one, two, or three decked ship is as vague in respect to the
real number of battery-decks as it undoubtedly is in respect to
the number of guns mounted on those decks; and that, when
the number of decks and of guns is ascertained, no accurate
judgment can be formed of the ship’s force until the nature of
ithose guns be also communicated ; but, and a remarkable fact
it is, let the number and nature of the guns once be known, and,
owing to the long-established practice of mounting no guns of a
dissimilar caliber on the same deck, the number of decks instantly
presents itself; as, from the necessity of placing the heavier guns
nearest to the water, does the manner in which all the guns
are distributed.

So long as that species of ordnance, called gun by the Eng-
lish, and canon by the French, continued in exclusive possession
of the decks of a fighting-ship, no difference existed between the
number of carriage-pieces she actually mounted and the number
which stood as the sign of her class in the published lists. In
process of time, however, the nominal, or rated, and the real
force of a ship lost their synonymous signification ; and thatina
manner and to an extent too important in every point of view
to be slightly passed over.

In the early part of 1779 a picce of carriage-ordnance, the in-
vention, by ull accounts, of the late scientific General Robert
Melville, was cast, for the first time, at the iron-works of the
Carron Company, situated on the banks of the river Carron, in
Scotland. Although shorter than the navy 4-pounder, and
lighter by a trifle than the navy 12-pounder, this gun equalled
in its cylinder the 8-inch howitzer. Its destructive effects, when
tried against timber, induced its ingenious inventor to give it the
name of smasher,

As the smasher was calculated chiefly, if not wholly, for a
ship-gun, the Carron Company made early application to kave it
employed in the British navy, but, owing to some not well ex-
plained cause, were unsuccessful. Upon the supposition that tho
size and weight of the smasher, particularly of its shot, would
operate against its general employment as a sca-service gun, the
proprictors of the foundry ordered the casting of several smaller
picces, correspending in their calibors with the 24, 18, and 12

1 See p. 21
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pounder guns in use; or rather, being of a trifle less bore, on
account of the reduced windage very judiciously adopted in car-
ronades, and which might be extended to long guns with con-
giderable advantage. These new pieces became readily disposed
of among the captains and others, employed in fitting out
private armed ships to cruise against’ America, and were intro-
duced, about the samo time, on board a few of the frigates and
smaller vessels belonging to the royal navy.

The new gun had now taken the name of Carronade, and its
several varieties became distinguished, like those of the ok gun,
by the weight of their respective shot. This occasioned tho
smasher to be called, irrevocably, a 68-pounder: whereas, re-
peated experiments had shown, that a hollow, or cored shot,
weighing 50, or even 401bs.,, would range further in the first
graze, or that at which the shot first strikes the surface of the
water, and the only range worth attending to in naval gunnery.
The hollow shot would, also, owing to its diminished velocity in
passing through a ship’s side, and the consequent enlargement
of the hole and increased splintering of the timbers, produce
more destructive effects than the shot in its snlid form; one of
the principal objections against which was, and still continues
to e, its being so cumbrous to handle.

Before half the expiration of the year in which the first car-
ronade had been cast, a scale was drawn up by the Navy Board,
and sanctioned by the Lords of the Admiralty, for arming the
different rates in the service with the 18 and 12 pounder calibers.
In consequence of the first, second, and third rate ships having
their quarter-decks as. fully supplied with guns as there was
room for ports on each side, no additional pieces could be placed
there; but it was found that the forecastle would generally
admit the opening of a pair of extra ports, and that the poop,
which for nearly a century past had served chiefly as a roof to
the captain’s cabin, would, if timbered up on each side, afford
space for three pairs¢of ports; making, in the whole, eight
additional ports for the reception of carronades. The 50-gun
ship was found to have room for a pair of additional ports on
her quarter-deck, besides a pair on her forecastle, and three pairs
on her poop, when the latter was barricaded ; making altogether
10 ports. The 44-gun ship had no poop, and no armament on
the quarter-deck :! by furnishing the latter with a barricade, and
cutting through it four pairs of ports, besides an extra pair on tha

1 This refers to the latest establishment, and the cemaining two removed entirely
or that of 1762, wherein two of the quarter- to admit two additional 9-pounders on the
deck sixes are shifted to the forecastle,  main-deck.
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forccastle, this ship might mount the same additional number of
picces as the 50. The three remaining classes of the fifth, and
the first two classes of the sixth rate, would also admit of addi-
tional ports being cut through the sides of their forecastles and
quarter-deeks. The third class of the sixth-rate, and the quarter-
decked ship-sloop class, being, in respect to their quarter-decks
and forecastles, in a similar state to the 44, wonld requiro to bo
similarly built up, before they could mount the cight carronades
assigned to them.!

Several captains complained of the carronade; somo of its
upsetting after being heated by successive discharges; others,
that, owing to its shortness, its fire scarcely passed clear of the
ship’s side, and that its range was too confined to be useful.
The captains ot some of the 32-gun frigates, in particular, repre-
sented that one pair of their quarter-deck carronades was so much
in the way of the rigging, as to endanger the laniards of the
shrouds, and begged to have their established number reduced
from six to four. As the principal objection to carronades
appeared to have arisen from defects in the manner of mounting
them, some additional instructions on that head were prepared
and forwarded by Mr. Gascoigne, the chief proprictor of tho
Carron foundry. Some alterations were also made in the picco
itself.2 Still the Board of Ordnance, in repeated conferences
with the Navy Board, maintained the supcriority of the old gun,
resting their arguments chiefly on the comparative length of

1 The following is a copy of the document in question, with an additional column,
showing to what amount the total of the. carriage-guus of the different ciasses becamo
augmented.

Scale for Arming the different Ratcs in the British Navy with Carronades, as drawn up
by Ovder of the Board of Admiralty, July 13, 1179.

Total
Rate. Ciass. Quarter-deck.| Forccastle, Poop. Number of
ICarriage-guns.
No. DPdrs, | No. Ddrs, | No. I'drs,

First . . . ! 100-gun-ship .- - 2 12 8 12 110
Second . .| 900r98, .. .o ; " 6 o lsogor 108
74 R " »

Teind, g (ila o e el e £ Sl 2o
Fourth . .| 50 s 2 24 w 24 " " 60
41 ” 8 18 » 18 -- e 54
i a8 » 6 % 4 5 TR 48
P e { 36 ': 4 - 5 S Fed 2 44
32 " 6 » " o I 40
23 " 4 ” ” » F@ 3 34
Sixth . . { 24 o 6 12 4 12 - e 34
20 & PR 2 " ==l i ;’.g e
18,18, and 14 L 2
Sloops. , { ship-rigged. }" ”» @ & - and 22.

_3 One appears tq have been the adding of two calibers to its length.



1779.] DISPUTE WITH THE ORDNANCE AND NAVY BOARDS, 89

its range; while the Navy Board urged, that a vessel, able to
carry 4-pounders of the common construction might, with equal
case, bear 18-pounders of the new ; that the latter gun was
worked with fewer men ; that its shot was far more formidablo
and destructive; and that its range was quite sufficient for the
purposerequired. The commissioners addnced, as one instance,
the case of the Flora frigate, whose boatswain, assisted only by
a boy, made a surprising number of discharges from a forceastle
18-pounder, and caused great havoc and destruction on board
the French frigate Nymphe, ultimately their prize.

Let us be permitted to remark that, with one singlo unim-
portant exception, the action between the British 36-gun frigate
Flora and the French 32-gun frigate Nymphe is the first in
which the mounted force of the combatants, as compared to-
gether in all the British accounts, was misstated ; and that simply
because it is, with the exception above alluded to, the first action
in which a British ship-of-war mounting carronades was en-
gaged. It was a long contest, and a sanguinary one, on the
part of. the Nymphe at least. Out of her complement of 291,
the latter lost 186 ; the Flora, whose number of men on board
was 259, but 36, in killed and wounded.

Captain William Peere Williams, having, in his official letter,
stated that the Nymphe ¢ mounted 32 guns, but was picrced for
40, says, in a postscript, ¢ The Flora mounted 36 guns,” and,
herws'vhd: have added, ¢ was pierced for 44.° According to the
ests becoming of 1779, the Flora was entitled to mount four
18t, where a shonades on her quarter-deck and four on her fore-
caoval of the swivey total of carriage-guns 44, That she did
nough of Oal‘l‘onads’fully use, one of a pair, at least, of carronades
«k and forecast, appears by the Navy Board’s report ; and that
tween a half gated four carronades on her quarter-deck, weo
tion of theJa by a document which we shall presently lay before
tack anglier. Hence the Flora mounted, not 36 guns,” but
I, at the least. The French accounts say 44; thus: “La 10
Aoit, la frégate Francaise la Nymphe, de 32 canons, fut prise,
aprés un combat opiniitre, par la frégate la Flore, de 44
canons.” The following may be stated as the rcal mounted

force of the two ships :— FLORA. NYMPHE.
No. r3. | No. Pdrs. Fr.
Main-deck . . & . . . , 26long 18 | 26 long 12
Quarter-deck ani forecastle. . 10 ,, 9 Gk 6
6 carr, 18 |
Cariage-guns . . . . . , 42 32

1 Abrégé Chron, de I'Hist. de 1a Marine Frangaise, 1804, p. 190
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Although picerced for, and mounting, the most guns, the

Flora was the shorter vessel by six feet.

According to an official list, dated on {he 9th of January,

1781, there were then 429 ships in the n

avy mounting car-

ronades ; among which the 32-pounder carronade appears, and
was the first of that caliber which had been used. The total of

the carronades employed were 604 ; namely,

four 24-pounders, three hundred and six 18-

eight 32-pounders,
pounders, and two

hundred and eighty-six 12-pounders. In December of this year
a recommendation to use 68-pounder carronades on tho fore-
castle of large ships, and 42 and 32 pounders on the same deck
of some of the smaller rates, induced the Navy Board to order
the old Rainbow 44 to be fitted, by way of experiment, wholly
with carronades of the largest description. Sir John Dalrymple
proposed the casting of some that should earry a ball of 100

or 130 1bs, weight ; but the Board resolved to

confine themselves

to the heaviest of the pieces already cast, the 68-pounder.
The necessary carronades were ordered from the foundry, and
some of the foremen belonging to the works attended, to sco

them properly fitted: it was not, however,
March, 1782, that the Rainbow could be

until February or
completed in her

equipment. 'What additional force she acquired by this change
in her armament, the following tavte will show: —

OLp ARMAMEXT.

RAINBOW’S
Ng

W A' > lbllgth

Broadsid . additional ooln
Long Guns. iort'or Metal., ’ Carrongiffferent classes bectal,
First deck . . . 20 18-pdis. 20 657
Second deck . . 22 12 318 1bs 22 Carronades, as drawn
Quarter-deck. . — — 3 4 32 ’_ﬂ__
Forecastle, . . 2 6 232 9 T
= 4 otal
X I G, Number of
44 48 i [Carriage-gum

In the beginning of April the Rambow thus srmed, a ™

manded by Captain (now Admiral Sir) Henry Trollope, \\ho,
with Captain Keith Elphinstone (the late Admiral Lord Keith),
and the late Rear-admiral Macbride, were among the earliest

patroxs of the carronade, sailed on a craise.

All the well-known

skill and enterprise of her captain failed, however, to bring him
within gun-shot of a foe worth contending with, yntil the 4th of
the succeeding September; when, being off Isle de Bas, he
came snddenly upon a large French frigate. Owing to the
Jatter’s peculiar bearing, one of the Rainbow's forecastle 32-

1 See Appendix, No. 3.
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pounders was first discharged at her. Several of the shot fell
on board, and discovered their size. The French captain,
rationally coneluding that, if such large shot came from the
forecastle of the enemy’s ship, much larger ones would follow
from her lower batteries, fired his broadside ¢ pour ’honneur de
pavillen,” and surrendered to the Rainbow. Although the
capture of the Hébé had afforded no opportunity of trying the
experiment contemplated by the Navy Board, and so ardently
looked forward to by the officers and crew of the Rainbow, yet
did the prize, in the end, prove a most valuable acquisition to
the service, there being very few British frigates, even of the
present day, which, in size and exterior form, are not copied
from the Hébé, She measured 1063 tons, and mounted 40
guns, twenty-eight 18, and twelve 8 pounders.

In the course of 1782 a few of thé larger sorts of the car-
ronade were mounted on board some of the receiving-ships, in
order that the seamen of such vessels as were in port refitting
might be exercised at handling and firing this, to them, novel
piece of ordnanee. As one proof of many, that carronades were
gaining ground in the navy, the captains of the few 38 and 36
gun frigates in commission applied for and obtained 24-pounder
carronades, in lieu of the 18s with which their ships had been
established. The termination of the war in January, 1783, put
a stop to any further experiments with the carronade ; but its
merits were now too generally acknowledged to admit a doubt
of its becoming a permanent favourite : in tho British navy at
least, where a short range is ever the chosen distance. Tho
removal of the swivel-stocks invariably accompanied the cutting
through of carronade portholes in the barricades of the quarter-
deck and forecastle: and no one, aware of the difference in effect
between a half and a 12-pound ball, could deny that the substi-
tution of the latter was a surprising improvement in the art of
attack and defence.

The most extraordinary circumstance connected with the
cmployment of carronades in the British navy, is that, with all
their alleged advantages, they should never have been theught
worthy to be ranked among the guns of the ship that carried
them. Whether they equalled in caliber the heaviest of those
guns, added to their number a full third, or to their power a full
half (in the 14-gun sleop class, the additional eight carronades
made the numbers as 22 to 14, and the broadside weight of
metal, in pounds, as 96 to 42), still they remained as mere a
blank in the ship’s nominal, or rated force, as the muskets in
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the arm-chest. On the other hand, the addition of a single pair
of guns of the cld construction, to a ship’s armament, removed
her at once to a higher class, and gave her, how novel or incon-
‘venient soever, a new denomination. When, for instance, in
1740, the Admiralty ordered that the old 40-gun frigate should
mount four 6-pounders on her quarter-deck, she became thence-
forth a 44 :! when also, in 1778, cight additional 6-pounders
were placed upon the quarter-decks of the larger 90-gun ships,
they were separated from their former companions, and promoted
to a class by themsclves, the 98.2 When, in 1780, the
Canada 74 reccived two additional 18-pounder long guns for
her sccond deck, she became registered as a 76, and until the
capture of the Hoche (aftcrwards named the Donegal), in 1798,
was the only individual so registered: but when, in August 1794,
the Canada reccived two 68-pounder carronades for her fore-
castle, she still remained as a 76. In 1780 the 50-gun ship
Leander received on board two 6-pounder long guns, in ex-
change for two 24-pounder carronades :® what the latter, with
their quadruple claim, had not interest to procure, was granted
to the former unasked; and the Leander, for upwards of 30
years, continued to be the only 52-gun ship in the navy, In
1781 the 74-gun ship Goliath rececived on board {wo 68-pounder
carronades ; but, as they were not two 9-pounder “ guns,” she
was not sent to keep company with the Canada. A dozen other
instances might be adduced ; but these will suffice.

So long as the word gun retains its signification, of a military
engine which “foreibly discharges a ball, or other hard sub-
stance, by means of inflamed gunpowder,” so long must a car-
ronade be considered as & gun. Yet the distinction has usually
been  guns and carronades;” in which sense, certainly, no ship
in the British navy appears to have mounted more guns than
wero assigned to her by her rate. But why, when, at a subsc-
quent day, the eight or ten ¢ guns” upon the quarter-decks of
ships became exchanged for carronades, was not the number of
guns, as marked down in the list to denote the ship’s class,
reduced accordingly? 'What became of the gun classification,
when some of the most numerous classes in the navy mounted
all carronades, except for bow-chasers ?

Among the excuses which may perhaps be offered for these
seeming inconsistencics, are, that the classification of the ships
was intended only as a guido for those who had the civil affaire

1 See p. 30, 3 Sce the Leander’s nume In the lisk
3 Dervick, p. 178, Appendix, No, 3.
2 b
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of the navy to manage ; that the employment of carronades,
although ordered gencrally, was, as respected the actual use of
them, too partial and fluctuating, during several years at least,
to warrant the subversion of the old, or become the basis of a
now system ; that the addition of carronades to a ship’s arma-
ment did not add one man to her complement, nor affect, in the
slightest degree, the length and diameter of her masts and yards,
or the proportion of boatswain’s and carpenter’s stores served
out to her: in short, that the old classification, as far as the
Navy Board was concerned, fully answered the purpose required.
If the carronade innovation produced confusion anywhere, it
must have been in the ordnance department, where the propor-
tion of gunner’s stores served out to a ship depends on the
number and nature of her guns; and where, in truth, all the
difficulties attendant upon the fitting of carronades, at their first
cmployment, were sensibly felt.

With respect to the employment of carronades on board the
armed ships of foreign powers, it may be sufficient to state, that,
as far as the prize-lists are to be relied upon, no captured ship
mounted any during the war which ended in 1783. Admitting,
however, that carronades had begun to be uscd in any one
foreign navy, and that they had also begun to disorganize, or
render obscure, the national classification of that navy, still the
English would have no reason to complain ; inasmuch as, what-
ever might be the registered force of any contending ship of the
enemy’s, her actnal mounted force is that alone which would
appear upon the English records. Not so with the enemy; for
he would at once discover that, how accurately soever his own
guns stood enumerated, those of the ship he had fought with
had been in part overlooked. He could, to be sure, and doubt-
less would, inform his countrymen what was the real number of
guns opposed to him.! But, even then, one nation is left in the
dark as to the true merits of the contest; while the other, attri-
buting the discrepancy in the accounts to design rather than to
accident, finds its animosity heightened to a pitch of rancour,
as afflicting to humanity as it is repugnant to honourable war-
fare. So limited, however, had been the use, and, except in the
Rainbow’s case, so light the calibers of the carronade during
the short period that intervened between its first employment in
the British navy and the termination of hostilities with France,
in 1783, that few if any of the published accounts require, on
that account, to be recanvassed or disturbed. How the case

1 See p. 39,
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became altered in the succeeding war will be discovered, as the
events of that war pass in order of detail.

Tkere is another point in the armament of ships, requiring at
present to be briefly noticed. Few persons but must know, that
the destruction caused by discharges of cannon is, in a great
degree, proportionate to the diameter and weight of the shot.
Were it not for this, no ship’s deck would be encumbered with
guns, weighing each 56 hundredweight, when a tier that
weighed one hundredweight each would answer as well. 11
est certain,” says M. Duhamel, “que ce sont toujours les gros
canons qui sont les plus avantageux dans un combat, et ainsi il
est préférable de mettre sur un vaisseau un petit numbre de gros
canons qu'un plus grand nombre de petits.”® Nor would the
expense of fitting the Rainbow with 68-pounders have been in-
curred when the same end could have been attained by arming
her with 12-pounders. Carronades of the latter ecaliber were
already in the arsenal at Woolwich, with their slides and car-
riages, ready to be placed on board: while those of the former
caliber had to be cast at the foundry in Scotland ; thence trans-
mitted to Woolwich to be proved ; thence to the port at which
the ship was fitting; and, when there, were to be (an arduous
task it was) properly and securely mounted. A 3 and a 32
pounder are equally guns; but he that would match them, be-
cause they are guns, might with the same propriety pit a man
of three? against a man of six feet in height, simply because
they are men. From this difficulty, attendant more or less upon
all sca-fights, land-fights are wholly exempt. Every foot-
soldier, in cither army, enters the field with a musket on his
shoulder; every cavalry-man wields either a pike or a broadsword,
and is mounted on an animal of the same species and comparative
strength, and every picee of artillery employed is within a trifle
of the same caliber. Fix the number of each army, and mark
the nature of the ground ; and what more is generally required
for coming to a conclusion on the relative strength of the com-
batants ?

On the other hand, compare the account of the opposed
forces in the case of the Rainbow and Hébé, as extracted from
the work of an English naval chronologist, with the true state of
the case, as exhibited in a preceding page. “On the 4th of
September,” says Schomberg, ¢ Captain Trollope, in the Rain-

3 Elemens de I'Architecture Navale; 2 The only man three feet high was
par M. Dubanie] du Moncean, p. 17, John Hauptman, who was esbibited ip
London iy 1816,—Ed.
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bow, of 44 guns, fell in with, and capturcd off the isle of Bas, la
Iébé French frigate, of 40 guns, and 360 men, commanded by
M. de Vigney, who was slightly wounded ; her second captain
and four men were killed, and several wounded. The Rainbow
had one man killed.”* Not another word is there on the sub-
ject. Who, then, with this account before him, but must
ecnsure Mongieur de Vigney for having submitted sotamely, as
well as praise Captain Trollope for having conquered an enemy’s
ship so nearly his equal? Exhibit the nature, as well as
number of the guns on each side, and an end is put to the de-
lusion.

The several denominations, by which English guns in ecither
service are identified with their respective calibers, are not
applicable to foreign guns, every nation possessing, besides a
scale of calibers, or naturcs, a standard of weights and measures,
peculiar to itself. Until, therefore, the calibers, or pounders, of
the several sea-service guns, in use by the different powers at
war, can be reduced into English weight, it will be in vain to
attempt any comparison between them. For instance, the gun
with which the French arm the lower decks of their line-of-
battle ships, above a 64 (a class that, with them, has long since
been extinct), they denominate a 36-pounder; for the plain
reason, that the shot suitable to its cylinder, and which shot
measures in diameter 6-289 French inches and decimal parts, is
assumed to weigh 36 French pounds. But the same shot
measures 6-:648 English inches and decimal parts, and weighs
very little less than 39 English pounds. The following table,
which has been drawn up with great care, is submitted as the
only statement of the kind in print :—

Daxtst. Durcn. FrENCH. SpPANISH. SWEDISH. RussIAN,
English English ?English English English English
Pdr. | wejght, { P91 weight, [P35 weight. | T9™| weight. | P9 weight, | P4™{ weight,
1bs. oz.| | Ibs. oz 1bs. oz. 1bs. oz. bs. oz. 1bs. oz.

.- -- -- - - -- -- -- 48 | 44 154 | -- --
-- -- -- .- -- -- -- -- 42 | 39 5% (42 | 37 14¢
36| 39 114 | - - 3613314 [36(36 & |36 (331143632 74
-- 32 | 34 12¢ | -- -- - - 30| 28 1% |30 | 27 o4

241 26 7124126 2¢ | 2¢]2514% (2424 5F (24|22 7% (2421104
18 19134118 19 94|18 )19 7 18 {18 4 18 | 16 13% | 18 | 16 3%
121 13 34 (12113 1 12}12 154 |12 |12 2% |12 |11 3% |12 (10 134
8 8 134 8| 8104 | 8§ 810 83 8 1t | 8 2 TR N8 7 3%
6 6 93] 6| 6 8 6| 6 TH{ 6 6 1| 6| 5 94| 6| 5 6%

1 Schomberg’s Nav. Chron,, vol.il,, p.75.  has shown that French shots usually weigh
2 This, as well as the rest, is founded an ounce or two more than is here assigned
on a calculation ; but practical expericnce to them. It appears, indeed. that the
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Nothing can demonstrate the utility of such a table more
clearly than the material difference observable between some
ot the calibers: the Danish 86-pound shot, for instance,
weighs nearly two pounds more than the Russian 42; yet,
nominally, the latter is the heavier by one-seventh. As it is
for the gross, or broadside, and not for the individual calibers,
that our calculations are chiefly wanted, that integral propor-
tion, which comes nearest to the difference expressed in the
table, will answer the purpose. Thus:

Danish nominal weight, 5-48ths

Dutch 5 1-11th
Add to the French! z, 1-12th | and it will produce the
Spanish e 1-72nd English weight.®
y Swedish 1-16th
Deduct from the { Russian ’,,, 1-11th

There is frequently between two ships a disparity of size, as
denoted by the tonnage, not casily reconcilable with the number
of guns mounted by cach. Numerous instances might be
addueced, but a few will suffice. The Rainbow measured 831
tons, and mounted 48 guns; while the Hébé measured 1063
tons, and mounted but 40 guns. Again, the old Blenheim mea-
sured 1827 tons, and mounted 98 guns; while the Triumph,
built three years afterwards, measured 1825 tons, and mounted
only 74 guns. TIn both pairs of cases, the disagreement of the
force with the tonnage ariscs from the latter not being affected
by the upper, or top-side construction of the ship. Had the
Rainbow been built, as to her battery-decks, in the same manner
as the Hébé, she would have mounted but 28 guns; and the
Blenheim, at a subsequent day, had actually one of her decks

French 36-pound shot weigh nearly 37

pounds French. See *Voyages dans la
Grand-Bretagne,” par Charies Dupin, Force
Navale, tome if., p. 119, Admitting that
the shots of the lesser French calibers are
also excecded in thelr real weights in the
same proportion, the usual English weight
assigned to the French shots, namely 40th
for the 36,281h for the 24, 201b for the 18,
141b for the 12, and 91b for the 8-pounder,
are perbaps more correct than the weights
specified in the above table, According
to M. Dupin (Force Navale, tome fi,, p.
97) the following are the weights of
English shot in French pounds and de-
cimals*
PouxDER,
A

42 32 24 18 12 9
88:92 29682 22'24 1663 1112 834

Anotber French writer says, « le bonlet
de 6 Anglaise pése un peu plus de cinq
livres et demle, poids de marc.”

3 That highly useful little work, “The
Bombardier, and Pocket Gunner,” gives
the Spaniards, instead of this gun, a 9-
pounder, but in their own nomenclature
it s invariably, as far as our discoveries
have reached, an 8-pounder,

1 According to the numbers in the table,
it wants a 256th part of beiug su; but this
difference may surcly be passed over, if
not for its insignificance, as some allow-
ance for the more important difference
mentioned In note ® of the last page.

2 All fractional parts may be given up
thus: 1268--12=105 and a fraction, but
105 (without the fraction) +1268=13173.
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rcmoved, and then, without suffering the slightest decrease in
her tonnage, mounted the same number of guns as the Triumpl:.
A difference in size, however, is frequently observable between
ships, that agree both in the number of their guns and in the
manner of carrying them.

‘When it is considered that, proportionable to the size of tho
gun and its carriage, must be the port to whieh it is fitted, the
space between that and the next port, and, as a neeessary con-
sequenee, the whole range and extent of the deek, an increase in
the prineipal dimensions and tonnage of the ship follows of course.
Hence, one class of ship mounts twenty-six 12-pounders upon a
deck 126 feet in length; another class mounts twenty-six
18-pounders upon a deek 145 feet in length; a third mounts
twenty-six 24-pounders upon a deck 160 feet in length; and the
tonnage of the several classes, estimated, upon an average, at
680, 1009, and 1370 tons, aceords, very nearly, with the difference
in the nature of the guns mounted by cach.

‘When, therefore, two fighting-ships, numerically equal in guns
and decks, but differing greatly in tonnage, meet at sea, the in-
ferenee is, that tho larger ship mounts the heavier metal. More-
over, as the more massive the gun and its carriage, the greater
is the strength required to work it; so does the enlargement of
the masts, yards, sails, rigging, anchors, and cables, require ad-
ditional hands to manage and eontrol them: henee, the larger
ship is more numerously manned, and, on coming to close quar-
ters, can present the most formidable show of boarders. Several
other advantages attend the larger ship; among which may be
reckoned her less liability, owing to her increased stoutness, to
suffer from an enemy’s guns, and the greater precision with
whieh, owing to her increased stability, she can point her own.

The ¥Freneh and Spanish builders have eertainly proceeded
upon a more enlarged seale of dimensions than the builders of
England ; and the ports of their ships are, therefore, both wider
and farther apart than the ports of those English ships which
mount the same, or nearly the same, nature of guns. This,
besides conferring many of the advantages already noticed,
affords a greater space between and behind the guns, and so
raises their line of fire, that they can aect without rigk from a
troubled sea; an advantage, the want of whieh has often becn
felt by the old English two and three deckers,

A comparison of that class in the two rival navies, out of
which, from the number of its individuals, the line of battle is
chiefly composed, will show the different ideas that prevailed in
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England and in France respecting the proportion that ought te
exist between the armament and the size of a ship. The follow-
ing is the result of a careful examination, and refers, in point of
time, to the latter end of the year 1792, or just as the war with
England was about to commence.

DBriTisn 74. FreExcH 74.
Proportion of Proportion of
Tons. Individnals Tons. Individuals
p—— to the Class. p——— to the Class,
From 1565 to 1665 . . 8-10ths From 1680t01720 , ., 1-10th
5 16686t01720 . . 1}-10th 5 1720t01810 . . 3-10ths
5 1799t01836 . . 2-10th 5y 1860t01900 . . 6-10ths

Moreover, the smallest British 74 carried 32-pounders on tho
lower deck, while the smallest French 74, although upwards of
100 tons larger, carried only 24s. It is true that a French
24-pounder weighs a few pounds more than an English gun of the
same nominal caliber; but that overplus is amply compensated
by the difference in size between the two ships.

The gradual swell of the current of arehitectural improvement
has, however, given inereased size and buoyancy to the English
modern-built ships of every class; many of which equal in
dimensions and form, and surpass in strength and finish, the
ships of any other power on the globe.! Still, those national
navies, which, owing to frequent discomfitures, have been the
oftenest renewed, are, in this respect, the most uniform; while
that single navy, which has remained for ages unimpaired by
defeats, and whieh has usually added to itself what the others
have lost, exhibits in many of its classes the utmost variety of
size. Its reduced scale of complements, ever its well-known
characteristic, is owing, partly to the contracted size of its ships,
and partly to a prineiple of pure native growth, a reliance npon
the physical, rather than upon the numerical, strength of its
seamen,

U It s but justice in regard to America,  frigates now employed in the British

to mention that England has benefited by ~ service are modelled after those of the
ber example, and that the iarge classes of  United States.—ZEditor,
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FIRST FRENCH REVOLUTIONARY WAR.

Ox the 20th of April, 1792, that party in France, the self-
constituted National Convention, in whose hands were the person
of the king and the reins of the government, declared war
against the Emperor of Austria, as King of Hungary and Bo-
hemia. This was the first war (although from the situation of
Austria not a naval one) in which France had been engaged
since the peace of Amiens. Maritime hostility, however, if such
it can be called, soon broke out, the National Convention, on the
16th of September, declaring war against the King of Sardinia.
Ten days afterwards a French army entered the territory of
Savoy, and a French squadron of nine sail of the line, com-
manded by Rear-Admiral Laurent-Jean-Francois Truguet (a
young officer just promoted to that rank by the republican
minister of marine, Bertrand), and having on board a strong
body of troops, took possession of Nice, Montalban, Villa-
Franca, and finally, after a destructive cannonade, and an as-
sault by storm, with all its horrid military consequences, of the
port of Oneglia.

On tho 1st of October, according to an official return, the
navy of France amounted to 246 vessels; of which 86, includ-
ing 27 in' commission, and 13 building and nearly ready, were
of the line. The squadrons were designated according to the
ports in which they had been built, or were laid up in ordinary;
and, of the above 86 line-of-battle ships, 39 were at Brest, 10 at
Lorient (afterwards united in designation with those at Brest),
13, including the only 64 in the French navy, at Rochefort, and
24, including a strong reinforcement recently arrived from the
Biscayan ports, at Teulon. Of frigates at the different ports,
there were 78, 18 of them mounting 18-pounders on the main

VOL. I, B
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deck, and none of them less than 12-pounders. Those, re-
sembling in size and force the British 28-gun frigates, classed
as 24-gun corvettes.!

On the 21st of of January, 1793, the French behcaded their
king, Louis XVI.; and on the 24th the French ambassador,
M. Chauvelin, as being now the representative of a regicide
government, was ordered to quit England. A few weeks pre-
vious to this, a strong spirit of hostility on the part of the new
republic had manifested itself against that country. On the 2nd
of January the Dritish 16-gun brig-sloop Childers, Captain
Robert Barlow, was standing in towards Brest harbour, when
one of the two batteries that guard the entrance, or goulet, and
from which she was distant not more than three-quarters of a
mile, fired a shot that passed over her. Captain Barlow, ima-
gining that the national character of his vessel was doubted,
hoisted the British ensign and pendant ; whereupon the fort that
had fired ran up the French ensign, with a red pendant over it,
and the signal was answered by the forts at the opposite side of
the entrance. By this time the flood tide, for the want of wind
to counteract its force, had driven the Childers still nearer to the
two batteries ; both of which now opened a cross fire upon her.
Fortunately a breeze soon sprang up, and Captain Barlow was
enabled to make sail. Being a small object, the Childers was
hit by only one shot, a French 48-pounder: it struck one of her
guns, and then split into three pieces, but, providentially, did
not injure a man.

The pertinacious refusal of the King of England, and of the
stadtholder, to partake of the revolutionary benefits which had
been so liberally tendered them, provoked the National Con-
vention, on the 1st of February, to declare war against Great
Britain and the United Netherlands. The announcement of
this important event reached London on the 4th, and occasioned
the immediate issuc of orders to detain all French vessels in
British ports. The French possessed here a decided advantage.
‘When they embargoed their ports, which they did, of course, on,
declaring war, upwards of 70 British vessels were lying there
but now that a similar measure was adopted in the ports of
England, not more than seven or eight I'rench vessels could be
found in them. On the 11th the Xing of England sent down to
parliament a message on the subject of the declaration by
France; and on the samo day directed, that general reprisals
should be made on the vessels, goods, ard subjects of the

1 See Appendix, No, 4. i
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French republic. Notwithstanding this, a French work, of
some celebrity, accuses the English of having commenced the
war. ““Quand le gouvernement britannigue nous déclara la
guerre en 1793, son ambition, &ec.”?

The King of Spain having evinced, for the present at least,
a similar disinclination to fraternize with democrats, was also
doomed to feel the weight of republican wrath. War against
Spain was formally declared on the 7th of March; but letters
of marque against that nation had, it appears, issued since the
26th of the preceding month; and even previously to that,
Spanish vessels had been both captured at sea and embargoed
in port. The manifesto and counter-declaration of the Catholic
king issued on the 23rd of March ; and shortly afterwards Spain’s
neighbour, Portugal, declared herself a willing ally in the cause.
The subsequent irruptions of the republican forces into the terri-
tories of the King of the T'wo Sicilies made him also a party in
the war. With Austria, Prussia, and Sardinia, war had existed,
as already in part stated, for some time previous to the declara-
tion against England and the United Netherlands.

‘We are now arrived at an epoch that calls for a more parti-
eular account of the state of the British navy than we have
hitherto deemed it necessary to give. It was this that suggested
the formation of a series of annual abstracts, the first of the
kind that have ever appeared in print; and which, being the
result of a careful investigation of official and other records, are
submitted, with some degree of confidence, to the public atten-
tion. The first abstract of the series shows not only the number
of individuals, but the aggregate tonnage and established force
in guns and men, of every class of ship belonging to the British
navy at the commencement of the year 17932 It also contains
many other partieulars, that will be found useful in drawing
comparisons, as well between the British navy and the navy of
any foreign power, as between the former itself at different
periods. Were the ‘“tons” not introduced, that acknowledged
sign of improvement, the increasing size of the ships of any
particular class would not discover itself; and we should be
likely to form a very erroneous estimate of the comparative
strength of the British navy at any two periods at which its
numbers were summed up. The tonnages, it may be observed,
are precisely those inserted in the official register; and, being

! Dict. Hist. des Batailles, par une 2 See Appendix, Arnual Abstract, No.1

Société de Militaires et de Marins ; & Paris,
1818, tome i, p. 56.
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all the product of one mode of casting, afford a tolerably fair
criterion of the relative size of the ships.

The propriety of placing ¢‘ cruisers ” in a separate, and that tho
most conspicuous, compartment of the table will be evident,
when it is considered, that they constitute the sole aggressing
force of a navy. Of the ¢ stationary harbour ships,” some are
usefully employed; but the generality have no existence as
fighting-ships, and ought, strictly speaking, to have their names
expunged from the published lists of the navy. So far, however,
from sanctioning any curtailment, the monthly lists insert the
name of every unseaworthy skip, as well as of every transport,
yacht, and sheer-hulk. Tt does certainly seem very absurd, to
oonsider a vessel, constructed solely for pleasurable purposes, as
a ship of war; yet Steel ranks the large yachts with 20-gun
post-ships, and that simply because the command of them de-
volves upon post-captains. Tn the official register their station,
when in ordinary, is nearly at the bottom of the list ; but, when
in commission, they are removed to the rate, according to which
the captain and officers receive their pay. The yachts, large
and small, rank in the Abstracts with the hulks, hoys, and other
excluded vesscls. Every ship building, although her keel may
not have been laid, or a single timber of her frame cut out, is also
included in the published lists. One instance may suffice. In
January, 1796, a 120-gun ship, to be named the Caledonia (in
lieu of a ship of 100 guns, ordered in November, 1794,) was
directed to be built, and appeared in Steel a few months after-
wards ; but the ship was not laid down until January, 1805, nor
launched until June, 1808. After all this, as it may well be
called, paper-force has been added, the total at the foot of such
periodical list is taken to denote, in an unrestricted sense, the
numerical strength of the British navy.

On the other hand, as no foreign power publishes any regular
list of her navy, the British have generally to glean their infor-
mation from multifarious sources; such as, among others, the
hasty and imperfect views of reconnoitring officers, the obscure
and often contradictory statements of prisoners, and the loose
paragraphs, and, not unfrequently, studied misrepresentations,
of the enemy’s journals. And, after all, the sum-total of these
driblets can have but a partial reference ; not covering, as it
should do, the swarm of brigs, schooners, and armed small-craft,
whose depredations on British commerce are, nevertheless, too
important to be slighted. Ilence, the numbers usually brought
forward, as objects of comparison between the Pritish and
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French navies, are wholly inadequate to the purpose, the one
being greatly excessive, the other, to about an equal extent,
deficient.

An expected rupture with Spain, respecting Nootka-Sound, in
1790, and with Russia, respecting Turkey, in the following year,
had occasioned so unexampled an activity in the English dock-
yards, that, by the end of 1792, upwards of 60 of the 87 line-of-
battle cruisers in the Abstract were in good condition. The
excellent plan, which, at the recommendation of Sir Charles
Middleton (afterwards Lord Barham), then comptroller of the
navy, had been adopted since 1783, of setting apart for every
sea-going ship a large proportion of the material articles of her
furniture and stores, as well as of stocking the magazincs at the
several dockyards with every description of unperishable stores,
displayed itself in the extraordinary despatch with which the
ships at the different ports were equipped for sea-service: so
that in a very few weeks after the order for arming had issued,
the commissioned cruisers of the line became augmented from
26 to 54, and the total of the commissioned cruiscrs from 136 to
apwards of 200.

The number of commissioned officers and masters belonging
to the British navy at the commencement of the year was,

Admirals . £ 3 . 17
Vice-admirals . . . 19
tear-admirals > g . 19
- superannuated 15
Post-captains . . 446
I superannuated 20
Commanders, or sloop-captains 103
Lieutenants . 2 . . 1417
- superannuated 29
Masters . . . 20T

and the number of seamen and marines, including officers of all
ranks, voted by parliament for the service of the current year,
was 45,000.

To the uninitiated public, & momenclature, in which ¢ com-
mander,” 7. e. he that commands, stands as a subordinate rank
to “captain,” must appear, to say the least of it, very extra-
ordinary. The former rank was originally styled ¢ master and
commander;’ probably to distinguish the merchant-master,
hired to command a small ship of war, from the captain regularly
brought up in the navy. In process of time, having a reference

1 See Appendix, No. 8.
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more to the sound than the sense of the term, the first two
words were lopped off, and ¢ commander” became both a generic
term, signifying whoever possessed the command of a ship of war
(hence, we frequently see, ¢ Ships and their commanders,” en-
dorsed upon books and official records), and a specific term,
denoting that rank next in subordination to a post-captain, or
rather captain, as the rank is now more commonly called. The
Americans use a term not quite so ambigueus as master and
commander: they call their captains of the second order ¢ mas-
ters-commandant,” which means ‘masters-commanding ;” and
that, in many instances, is really the case, most of their present
captains and commodores having originally been masters in the
merchant-service. There is, however, a real distinction in naval
language between a “captain” and a ‘ commander ;” inasmuch
as the latter, besides receiving less pay, may remain a commander
for a century if his life should last so leng, while the former
ascends progressively to the head of the list, as his seniors drop
off, or are promoted to flag-officers. To show that there is a
distinction between the two orders of captains, we have, as is
seen above, added to “ commanders” or ‘sloop-captains;” afraid
to venture at lopping off the first term because so long used,
and, ameng the profession at least, so well known, but sanctioned,
in a great degree, in subjoining the latter term as an explicative,
by the notorious fact, that every “ commander” is officially styled
(see the Admiralty lists), and officially as well as otherwise ad-
dressed, ¢ captain.’”

A slight sketch of the naval strength of England’s maritime
allies in the war may here with propricty be introduced. Hol-
land, according to her published aecounts, possessed a navy
amounting to 119 vessels, from a 74-gun ship to a six-gun cutter,
But this was on paper: when analyzed, the Dutch navy dwindles
inte comparative insignificance. I'or instance, of the 49 ¢‘ships
of the line,” the largest, owing to the local impediments formerly
noticed,? was not superior to a second-class British third-rate;
and of those there were but 10 in all. The remainder of the
Dutch line was composed of 64 and 54 gun-ships ; the latter a
class expelled from the line of battle by all other navies, but
retained by the Dutch as a handy description of two-decker for
their shallow waters. Seme of the Dutch frigates were fine
vessels, but very few of them carried heavier metal than long

1 This was an error which has been tion took place when his late Majesty Wil-
rectified. Although by courtesy com-  liam the Fourth was Lord High Admiral
ders are called captains, yet they are 2 Sece p. 23,
never officially so addressed, ‘Fhe altera-
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12-pounders ; and the designation of frigate descended to ships
of 500 tons, mounting twenty-four 8-pounders, including four in
the ’tween decks amidships. 'We shall, however, for consistency
sake, when kaving occasion to mention these vessels, call them
corvettes. Upon the whole, the navy of Holland, especially as
by far the greater proportion of the ships lay rotten, and rotting,
in dock or at their moorings in the different harbours, was little
more than a nominal advantage to England in the war she was
about to commence.

Spain, according to a list given in Schomberg’s fourth volume,
possessed a navy which, in numerical amount, vied with that of
France. Out of a total of 204 vessels, 76 were of the ling,
mounting from 112! to 60 guns; of which latter class, and of
64s, there were but 11. Of the 76 ships of the line, 56 appear
to have been in commission, and, of the under-line vessels, 105 ;
comprehending four-fifths of the whole Spanish navy. Thiswas
an extraordinarily large proportion, and out of which Spain might
well stipulate to join the confederacy with 60 sail of vessels,
great and small: a reinforcement, however, as the sequel will
show, that proved of very little use. Portugal undertook to
furnish six sail of the line and four frigates; which constituted
nearly the whole amount of her navy, Her line-of-battle ships
consisted chiefly of 74s, were fine vessels, and partly officered
by Englishmen. The navy of Naples is represented to have
been composed, including 74 gun-boats, of 102 vessels, mounting
618 guns, and manned by 8614 men. The prineipal part, if not
the whole, of the line-of-battle force in this navy, consisted of
four fine 74-gun ships, the Tancredi, Guiscardo, Samnita, and
Parthenope ; which four ships, in conjunction with a body of
6000 troops, the King of the Two Sicilies engaged to place at
the disposal, when required, of the British commander-in-chief
in the Mediterranean.

The principal maritime powers, which, when the war com-
menced, stood in the character of neutrals, were Russia, Den-
mark, and Sweden. The navy of the first power consisted of
about 40 sail of the line, the second of about 24, and the last of
about 18. Russia agreed so far to favour England in the war,
as, with some restriction, to shut her ports against the vessels of
republican France; but neither Denmark nor Sweden would
confederate with their neighbour in a measure by which, as they
conceived, and perhaps justly, their commerce would be lessened.

1 'I;gg Santissima-Trinidad, until subsequently built upon and augmented in force, was
80 raled.
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There was a fourth yclept meutral power, which, although
possessing a navy of only a few frigates, and separated from
Europe by the whole breadth of the Atlantic ocean, became in
time, by her enterprising commercial spirit and expertness at
concealing enemy’s property, a more effective friend to France,
and consequently a sharper thorn in the side of Ingland, than
if she had been at open war with her ; as, in the latter case, the
numerous vessels of the United States, trading between France
and her colonies, might, without any complaint, remonstrance,
or quibble, have been legally detained by British cruisers.

At no previous period had France possessed so powerful a
navy as was now ready to second her efforts to humble, if not
overthrow, her great maritime rival. Tt amounted altogether to
about 250 vessels, of which 82 were of the line; and of these,
nearly three-fourths were ready for sea, or in a serviceable state.!
Moreover, the French government, shortly after the commence-
ment of the war, in order to provide against those losses which,
experience had shown, were likely to attend a contest with
England, ordered to be laid on the stocks 71 ships, including
25 of the line; and to be cast at the national foundries 3100
pieces of sea-service ordnance, including 400 brass 36-pounder
carronades, the first of the kind, as it would appear, forged in
France.

Among the French ships ordered to be built, were five to
mount 100 guns, and eight frigates to carry 24-pounders on the
main deck. Instead of the former, one ship to mount 130 guns,
and be named Peuple, was laid down; and, for the remaining
four three-deckers, an equal number of 808 and 74s appear to
have been substituted. Scveral of the old small-class 74s, or
such as carried 24-pounders only on the lower deck, instead of
being repaired to serve again in the line, or taken to pieces as
unfit to serve at all, were cut down and converted into the most
formidable frigates that had hithertobeen seen. Tt is uncertain
what was the exact armament of these ¢ vaisseaux rasés;’ but
they appear to have mounted 28 long 24-pounders on the main
deck, 18 long 12-pounders, and four brass 36-pounder carron-
ades, upon the quarter-deck and forecastle, making a total of 50
gung, with a complement of 500 men. It is belicved that the
first ship so fitted was named Expériment. Seven others were,
Agricole, Brave, Brutus, Flibustier, Hercule, Robuste, and
Scévola.

The strength of any navy, considered in a national point of

1 See Appendix, No, 6.
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view, is its line-of-battle, rather than its detached, or frigate force,
The latter may cruise about, and interrupt trade, or levy cone
tributions on some comparatively insignificant colonial terri~
tory; but it is the former that arrays itself before formidablo
batteries, and strikes dead into the heart of the parent state.
According to the usual mode of comparing the Dritish and
French line-of-battle forces, we ought to be satisfied with the
following statement :—
No. of Ships.
British line . » - . 158
Freuch line . . . . 82

The first, which is Steel’s number for February, includes
many ships for which there are no comparates in the number
below. According to the first abstract in our series,! 113 is
the proper number ; but we shall add two of the ships in the
building column, the Cesar and Minotaur, because they were
launched early in the present year; and, for the same reason,
we shall not exclude more than two of the four ¥rench ships,
deseribed as nearly ready for launching. Henee, deducting the
two French 74s declared to be unserviceable, and two other
ships of the same class that were undoubtedly converted into
frigates, the numbers will stand thus:—

No. of Ships,
British line . % . 115
French line . . . . 76

In the one case, the difference is as two to one, or nearly so ;
in the other, it is barely as three to two. Still, the comparison
is imperfect ; for, while the French line is possessed of as many
as eight ships that mount from 110 to 120 guns each, the British
line can produce no ship that mounts more than 100 guns; and,
while upwards of a fourth of the latter’s numerical strength is
made up of 64-gun ships, the weakest ship belonging to the
former mounts 74 guns.

There is no remedy here, unless we take the total number of
guns mounted on each side, which would be 8718 and G002 ;
showing a difference of rather more than four to three. But,
as every one of the lower-deck guns of any Freneh line-of-battle
ship is of greater nominal caliber, by one-ninth, than the heaviest
long gun carried by any British ship 2 and as a French gun of
any given caliber is of greater power, by one-twelfth, than an

1 See Aonendix, Annual Abstract, No. 1. (afterwards Montague), represented {0

? Should” the Britaunia, because she have carried French 48-pounders on the

mounted 42-pounders on her lower deck, same deck, may be sel-off against her,
be deemed an exception, the Cote d'Or
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English gun of the same nominal caliber,! the mere number of
guns on each side is still an inadequate criterion of force. It
remains, then, to reduce the calibers of the 8718 English and
6002 French guns into English pounds ; and, that being done, a
very simple arithmetical operation produces the following state-~
ment :—

Aggregate
Sutps. No. of Ships. | No. of Guns. Bro::)(}sir}itmelght
3 * in English Pnds.
British line . 3 115 8718 88,957
¥rench line* . » 76 6002 73,957

Here is a difference, not as the loose unwarranted statements
usually made public would have us infer, of more than a half,
but of very little over a sixth ; and it is this mode of comparison
slone that can enable posterity duly to appreeiate the cfforts of
the Dritish navy, in the two long and eventful wars which suc-
ceeded and grew out of the French Revolution. Nor can the
French themselves reasonably complain that this view of the
relative strength of the two navies presents too slight a numerical
difference ; one of their conventional deputies, and no less a man
than Jean-Bon Saint-André, having made the following public
and uncontradicted assertion: ¢ Avant la prise de Toulon, la
France était la puissance maritime la plus redoubtable de
I'Europe.”

As soon as war was resolved upon, the scamen of I'rance wero
called together, by addresses calculated to rouse their patriotism
and invigorate their cfforts. The most violent invectives were
cast upon the king and government of England ; and the latter’s
alleged hatred to France was painted in glowing colours. The
sailors were promised that their pay should be augmented; that,
during their absence at sca, their wives and children should bo
taken caro of ; that a considerable proportion of such prizes as
they might capturc should devolve on themselves ; and then, an
enticing picture was drawn of tho richly-freighted ships of Eng-
land, coming alone and unprotected from every quarter of the

1 See p. 45. K*of that abstract, are not there specified.

2 For the force of the different classes  For the present it may suffice to stata
of French ships see page 69,and for the  that tne Gibraltar’s broadside weight of
same of Engiish ships the first annual metal was only 828 lbs., instead of 972, the
abstract in the Appendix. TheGibraltar’s  quantum assigned fo the generality of her
guns, for the reasons stated at notes §and  class,
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globe. But the most deadly blow that was aimed at British

commerce was the animating call upon the French merchants

and capitalists, to equip without delay strong and swift-sailing

privateers. In short, the natural valour and enterprise of
Frenchmen had never been raised to so high a pitch of en-

thusiasm as at the onset of this the first maritime war in which,

with the slight cxception of Sardinia, the republic was engaged.

As in the course of the details that are to follow frequent

reference will be made to the force of French ships, a table,

showing at one view the established armaments of the different
classes, would tend to frec the subject from much of its ac-

customed embarrassment. Fortunately the French navy, being .
composed whelly of French-built ships, a uniformity prevails

that renders this mode practicable ; and here follows, drawn up

from authentic records, a tabular statement, which will afford

the requisite information :—

3 First ' -
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There is one remarkable peculiarity in the arrangement of the
guns on board of French ships.  So paramount to all other con-
siderations is the comfort of the captain, that no guns are
mounted in the cabin of a line-of-battle ship; and sometimes
the aftermost port of the main deck of a frigate is left vacant, to
answer a similar purpose. Thisis the reason that French ships
of the line, and frigates occasionally when captured by the
British, are established with a greater number of guns than they
had previously carried ; a British captain preferring the uniform
appearance of his gun-deck to the greater comfort of domestic
furniture.

In a week or two afterthe declaration of war against England,
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Rear-admiral Pierre-César-Charles-Guillaume Sercey, with the
74-gun ships Eole, America, and Jupiter, and some frigates and
corvettes, sailed from Brest bound to the West Indies ; whither
the Phocion 74 had previously gone. About the same time a
squadron from Brest, Lorient, and Rochefort began to assemble
in Quiberon Bay ; and on the 4th of June Vice-admiral Morard-
de-Galles, with all the line-of-battle ships then in the road,
sailed from Brest for the same destination; having under his
command, in the course of that and the following month, from
14 to 17 line-of-battle ships, and, by the latter end of August, a
fleet composed of the 21 sail of the line and four frigates named
in the following list :—

Gun-shlp.

Rt Rear-adm. Lelarge. 2
120 JCHa Ot o \ {Captain Tonissant Duplz%ssis-Gréne’x]an.
Terrible { Vice-adm, Morard-de-Galles, 1
0 { Y J gommgdore1 ]%om(:iefoux.
% ear-adm, Landais, 3
Bryfegne L - 5 { Captain Richery.
Rear-adm. Yves-J. Ker, A
Auguste . . {Captain —\e J. Kerguelen 4
80 } Indomptable . . . Commodore Eustache Bruix.
Juste . 5 g . »» Jean-Elie Terrason,

( Trajan . . . . 9 Louis-Thos. Villaret-Joyeuse.
Tigre . 5 3 o 3 —— Vanstabel.
Audacieux . . 0 9 Frangois-Joseph Bouvet.
Temeraire . A . Captain Yves-Frangois Dore.

Suffren . i 5 3 s  Yves-Lonis Obet.
Impetueux . 4 i »  Jean-Pierre Lévéque.
Aquilon 3 g . »»  Jean-Baptiste Henry,
74 Northumberland . . ,s  Guillaume Thomas.
Jean-Bart . 5 X »  Joseph-Marie Coetnempren,
Tourville & s »  Claude-Marie Langlois.
Achille . . . SR Keranguen.
Convention . 4 A - Labatul.
Neptune E % " Tiphaigne.
Revolution . " ¢ ir Tranquelleon.
Superbe Bois-Sauveur,

Frigates,.Gah\f:he'c, ].:anag,;ante, Nymphe, and Semillante,

1 A word or two may be here usefully  or rather had during the war, a rank of
introduced on the comparative rank of  *chef de-division,” or commodore, who
French naval officers, The French have hoisted his broad pendant even under a
only two classes of flag-officers; * vice- flag-officer. Their captains are divided
amiral,” vice-admiral, and “ contre- into “ capitalnes de vaisseau de premiére
amiral,” rear-admiral. Thelr *“grand- classe,” caPitaines de vaisseau de deux-
amiral,” or, as recently styled, *amiral,” iéme classe,” and “ capitaines de frégate.”
is an honorary rank usually given to some  Of the first a portion bear, or rather bore
prince of the blood, and was of course during the war, the additional rank of
suspended during the republican dynasty.  “ chefs-de-division,” or commodores ; and
When a * vice-amiral ” commands a fleet, it i3 considered proper to give them that
he 1s usuaily styled “général,” and some-  appellation in the list,
tines “amiral.” The French bave, also,
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" By a singular omission on the part of the French government,
this formidable ¥French fleet, instead of cruising in the ocean to
harass British commerce, or speeding to the Antilles to strike a
blow against one or more of the British colonies, was allowed
to be at anchor in the road of Belle-Tsle; with permission, how-
ever, to weigh occasionally, and stand across to the adjacent
island of Groix. Thiswas under an idea that England meant to
make a descent upon that part of the French coast, in order to
favour the cause of the royalists.

The neeessity, on the part of England, of despatching squa-
drons, in the first instance, to the stations at a distance from
home, occasioncd some time to elapse ere a Dritish fleet could
be got ready, of sufficient strength to cope with the French
fleet in Quiberon Bay, reinforced as that flect was likely to be
by ships from the neighbouring depdts of Lorient, Rochefort,
and Brest. It was not, therefore, until the 14th of July that
Admiral Lord Howe, with the Channel fleet, consisting of 15
ships of the line, besides a few frigates and sloops, set sail from
St. Helen’s. On the 18th, at 4 ».y., when about 20 leagues to
the westward of Scilly, the fleet was taken aback in a squall
from the northward, and the Majestie 74, in wearing, fell on
board of her second astern, the Bellerophon : by which accident
the last-named 74 had the head of her bowsprit, her foremast,
and maintopmast carried away; but fortunately none of her
crew were hurt, The Ramillies 74 was immediately ordered,
by signal, to take the Bellerophon in tow. The former there-
upon conducted her disabled companion to Plymouth, and on
the 20th rejoined the fleet. On the 22nd Lord Howe was joined
by the London 98, sent out to replace the Bellerophon in the
line of battle; and on the next day, the 23rd, his lordship
anchored with the fleet in Torbay.

On the 25th, having the day previous received intelligence
that an American ship had passed through a French fleet,
believed to consist of 17 sail of the line, about 10 leagucs to
the westward of Belle-Tsle, Lord Howe again put to sca, with
the wind at west, and on the same day fell in with the 24-gun
ship Eurydice, Captain Francis Cole; who stated, that lie had
received a similar account from the master of an English priva-
teer, with the addition, that the French were supposed to
have stationed themselves off Belle-Isle, to be ready to protect
a convoy daily expected from the West Indies. Tord Howe re-
turned off Plymouth Sound, and was there joined by two ships,
which he had requested to be sent to him: his forec then con-
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sisting of the following 17 sail of the line, nine frigates, and five
smaller vessels :—

Gun-ship.
Queen Charlotte

Admiral (w.) Richard, Earl Howe. 1
Captain Sir Roger Curtis.
»  Hugh Cloberry Christian,

100 (D) 5  John Hunter,
Vice-adm. (r.) Sir Alex. Hood, K.B, 3
poyal faporge {Captain i Stiom Denret
Vice-Adm. (r.) Thomas Graves, ]
(5~ Soven {C'\pmin HeISry)Nicho]s.
98! London . . »  Richard Goodwin Ieats,
Rear-adm. (b.) John Macbride.
Cuatberiiod . '{ Captain Thomas Louis.
Montaga . . »  James Montagu.
Ramillies . 5 »  Henry Harvey.
Audacious v 3 William Parker,
74 { Brunswick . « 5  John Harvey,
Ganges . . « »  Anthony Jas. Pye Molloy.
Suffolk . i £ ss  Peter Rainier.
Majestic . o + 3  Charles Cotton.
\ Edgar . " o ss  Albermarle Bertie.
Veteran . . 3 »»  Charles Edmund Nugent.
64 Sceptre o . « 5 Richard Dacres.
Sampson . + 3  Robert Montagu.
Intrepid , . Hon. Charles Carpenter.

Frigates, Hebe, Latona, Phaeton, Pheenix, Inconstant, Southampton, Lap-
wing, Pegasus, and Niger.

Sloops, Incendiary (l“ .) and Ferret, two cutters, and one lugger.

Leord Howe then stoed away to the westward, with the wind at
north, and, having cleared Ushant, altered his course to the south-
ward, and steered for the supposed station of the French fleet.
On the 31st, when the admiral had nearly reached the latitude
of Belle-Isle, the wind, which had been blowing from the west-
ward, veered suddenly back to north-north-east; and the fleet
stood in towards the land, on the larboard tack. At 2 p.x. the
British descried the island bearing east-north-east, and almost
at the same moment the fleet of M. Morard-de-Galles, consist-
ing of 17 sail of the line (all those in the list at p. 60. exeept
the Cote-d’Or, Tigre, and two out of the three ships, Aquilon,

1 In order to simplify these lists, we  of their respective captalus. Were the

have omitted the letter referring to the
class, or subdivision of the rate, in the
annual abstracts, except where there is a
difference of force. For instance, the
Queen Charlotte and Royal George each
mount 18-pounders on the third deck, but
the Royal Sovereign mounts ouly 12-
pounders, The figures after the names
of the flag-officers refer to their relative
seniority. The ships of each rate, or class,
stand in the list according to the senlority

rank of the officer not made subservient
to the class of the ship, a degree of confu-
sion would frequently ensue; thus, the
Veteran, of 64, would rank above the
Majestic and Edgar, of 74 guns. The
letters r, w, b, enclosed in parentheses,
stand for red, vwhnc, and blue, the colours
of the flags "worn by admxrals, vice-ad-
mirals, and rear-admirals respectively, ace
cordmg to gradation of rank, as explained
in the Glossary.
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Impétueux, and Révolution), and scveral frigates, on the
weather-beam.

Hayving been ordered to cruise off and on the coast, to be in
readiness to protect a convoy from America, expected to arrive
under the escort of M. Sercey and his three 74s, the French
admiral, when first secn, was standing on the starboard tack
close hauled. At 5 r.. the French ships, then bearing from
the centre of the British flect north~-west-by-west, and appearing
from the masthead with their topsails just above the verge of
the horizon, tacked to the eastward. Lord Howe, with his flcet
formed in line of battle, continued standing in, with a very mo-
derate breeze, until a little past 6 .M ; when, being about three
Ieagues from the north end of the island, he tacked to the north-
west, and, after dark, each ship of the English fleet carried a light.

On the 1st of August, soon after daybreak, the wind being
very light, 17 sail were seen, at a great distance, in the north-
east. At 7 A the British fleet put about on the larboard
tack, but tacked again soon afterwards, an alteration of the wind
favouring an endeavour to approach the enemy ; many of whose
ships, towards noon, wero scen from the deck. Shortly after-
wards it fell quite calm. As the evening came on, a light breezo
sprang up from the north-west, of which the Dritish fleet took
advantage, and steered dircctly for the French fleet; but the
wind again shifting to north-east, the British fleet hauled to the
northward, in order to get in with the shore. The French fleet,
when last seen in the evening, consisted of 21 sail, two of them
reconnoitring frigates, whose hulls were visible from the deck.

On the 2nd not a French ship was to be seen ; but the master
of an American vessel from Lorient informed Lord Howe, that
Lie had the day previous passed through the French flect,
which he also represented to consist of 17 sail of the line. On
the succeeding day two French ships were chased by the
British advanced frigates, but were too near the shore to be
overtaken. The unscttled state of the weather, which subse-
quently became very tempestuous, rendered it necessary to dis-
engage the fleet from the intricate navigation of this part of the
French coast. The ships, accordingly, hauled their wind and
stood off. On the 10th, the British admiral, after having, owing
to the freshness of the wind, failed in an attempt to reconnoitre
Brest, cast anchor in Torbay.

Having effected his escape from a fleet which, according to
the intelligence derived from the English newspapers, and from
prizes and neutrals brought in by his frigates, consisted, when it
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sailed, of a much greater force than 17 sail of the line, Vice-
Admiral Morard-de-Galles returned to his anchorage in the road
of Belle-Isle. Here, very soon, a spirit of mutiny began to show
itself among the French gailors. The poor fellows were without
shoes or shirts, and, although compelled by the orders of the
government to be daily spectators of their own shore, had been
feeding upon salt provisions until the greater part of them were
infected with the scurvy. Add to this, that they were debarred,
by their forced inactivity, from sharing the spoils of war with
their more fortunate brother-tars in the open sea ; and it will be
acknowledged, that the crews of the French ships at Belle-Isle
had ample cause for complaint.

In the commencement of September the sailors called upon
the admiral to carry them to Brest; alleging, as a pretext for
going thither, that the inhabitants were disposed to deliver
up the port to the British, after the recent example of the T'ou-
lonese. To show that they were serious in their wish to
repair to Brest, the crews of eight of the ships hoisted the top-
sails preparatory to weighing. In this emergency, after a
council of officers had been holden, and delegates heard from
the disaffected crews, the admiral found himself obliged to yicld.
Accordingly, on the 21st the ¥rench flcet got under weigh from
Belle-Isle, and on the 29th anchored in the road of Brest.

The port of Brest will be so frequently alluded to in these
pages, that a slight description of it may not be unacceptable.
Brest lies a little to the southward of the most westerly point of
France, and is in latitude 48° 22’ north, and longitude from
Paris 6° 48’ west. It is considered to be one of the finest har-
bours in France, and perhaps in Europe. It possesses a safe
roadstead, in which 500 ships of war may ride in 8, 10, and 15
fathoms, at low water. The entrance, called le goulet, is narrow
and difficult, with two dangerous rocks, les Fillcttes and lo
Mingan, neariy in mid-channel.

The coast is well fortified on both sides; and outside the
entrance, or goulet, are two anchorages, where the men-of-war
frequently lie: one to the northward, named Bertheaume Bay,
sheltered from the north, north-east, and north-west winds ; the
other to the southward, named Camaret Bay, sheltered from the
cast-south-east, south, and south-west winds. There are three
passages into these bays, and into Brest harbour, from the sea &
one named, Passage du Four, between the main land and the
island of Ushant ; and which the British have since called the
St. Vincent Channel ; the second, Passage de I'Iroise, between
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Ushant and the Isle des Saints; and the third, Passage du Raz,
between the last-named isle and the Bec du Raz. The first and
third passages are by far the most dangerous ; and the Iroise,
which is the centre or west passage, and of considerable width,
is that off which the British fleet usually cruises. It is scarcely
possible, however, to blockade the port of Brest, if the enemy
inside is as vigilant as he ought to be. Brest contains the chief
naval magazine of France, and is justly esteemed the key and
bulwark of the country.

On the 23rd of August the Channel fleet again weighed from
Torbay, and sailed to the westward, to escort the Newfoundland
trade clear of danger, and afford protection to the homeward-
bound West India convoy on its arrival in soundings. Having
effected both objects, and cruised ten or twelve days to the
north-west of Seilly, Lord Howe, on the 4th of September, re-
anchored in Torbay. On the 27th of October, after detaching
Commodore Pasley, with the Bellerophon and Suffolk 74s, and
Hebe, Latona, and Venus frigates, to look after five ¥rench
frigates that, two days before, had chased the Circe frigate into
Falmouth, the British admiral once more put to sea, with his
fleet augmented to 22 sail of the line, upon a cruise in the Bay
of Biscay. On the Tth of November, when the fleet was close
off Scilly, Commodore Pasley rejoined, without having seen
anything of the squadron in pursuit of which he had been de-
tached. On the 17th the Gibraltar of 80, and Suffoli of 74
guns, parted company ; thus leaving still with Lord Howe 22
sail of the line, composed of all the ships (except the Suffolk
and the four 64s) after mentioned, with the following ten ships
in addition :—

Einlie iy Rear-adm, (w.) George Bowyer.!
5 . (w. 3
2 ElinceR ¥ Captain Cu(thbzn Colglingw‘;'Zd.

Bellerophon . " . 'y Thomas Pasley.
Tremendous . L 4 »  James Pigott.
Alfred . . 4 »»  John Bazely.
Defence o 5 g ;s  James Gambier.

744 Vanguard »  John Stanhope.
Bellona A ., George Wilson.
Invincible . £ . .,  Hon, Thomas Pakenham,
Russel . 3 »  John Willet Payne,
Marlborough , ,»  Hon, George Cranfield Berkeley.

On tho 18th, at 9 a.m., latitude 48° 32' north, longitude

* Lord Howe, instead of the white, now succeeded Rear-admiral Macbride in the
carried the union flag at the main; and  command of the Cumberland.
Rear-Admiral (w.) Benjamin Caldwell had

VOL. I. F
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10 48' west, the 38-gun frigate Latona, Captain Edward Thorn-
borough, descried from her masthead, at a great distance to
windward, a strange squadron, which proved to be French,
and consisted of the 74-gun ships, Tigre, Jean-Bart, Aquilon,
Tourville, Impétucux, and Révolution, and frigates Insurgente
and Sémillante, Espiegle brig, and Ballon schooner, under the
command of chef-de-division Vanstabel, from Brest on the 13th,
upon a cruise in Cancale Bay.

The French ships, mistaking, probably, Lord Howe’s fleet for
a merchant-convoy, bore down until their hulls were distinctly
seen from the decks of the British ships. By signal from the
commander-in-chief, the Russel, Audacious, Defence, Bellero-
phon, and Ganges, as the most advanced line-of-battle ships,
went in chase. The French squadron had by this time hove to :
but, perceiving that they were pursued by a superior force, the
ships now filled, and made sail to get off, carrying, in a very
fresh wind from south by east, accompanied by a heavy sea,
wholo topsails, with topgallantsails occasionally ; while double-
reefed topsails, with topgallantsails upon them, were all the sail
which the British ships would bear. The Russel soon sprang
her foretopmast ; and at 11 A.r the Defence, the weathermost
line-of- battle ship, carried away her fore and main topmasts.
The frigates were now ordered, by signal, to kecp sight of the
enemy and lead the fleet.

At a few minutes past noon the wind in a squall shifted a
point or two to the southward. Thus favoured, the chasing
ships tacked, and the Latona soon found herself so near to the
two rearmost I'rench frigates as to fire several shots at them.
At 4 ey, Captain Thornborough conld have weathered and
would have cut off one of them, the Sémillante, had not Com-
modore Vanstabel, in the Tigre, accompanied by his sccond,
bore down to prevent him. The two French 74s passed so ncar
to the Latona as to discharge their broadsides at her; but only
two shots struck her, and they, fortunately, hurt no one. On
receiving the fire of these ships, the British frigate gallantly
luffed up and returned it ; with so much effect, as to cut away
the fore stay and main tack of the Tigre, besides doing some
damage to lier hull. No other ship of the British flect was able
to get near, although all the ships carried sail to that degree,
that not only the fore and maintopmasts of the Defence, but
the maintopmasts of the Vanguard and Montagu were carried
away ; and the ships were compelled, in consequence, to bear
up for the Channel,
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Towards evening the wind backed more round to the east-
ward, and, soon after midnight, shifted to east-south-cast, and
then east, the night being extremely dark. This alteration in
the wind threw several of the advanced British ships as much to
leeward, as they had previously been to windward ; and, in ex-
pectation that the French ships would profit by the change and
put about, or be restrained from bearing up, lest the leewardmost
Dritish ships should cut them off, Lord Howe kept his fleet upon
a wind during the remainder of the night.

Towards 2 a.M. on the 19th, however, in the midst of a heavy
squall of wind and rain, the French squadron bore away large to
the west-south-west.! At 2 L. 30 m. a.x., on the weather clear-
ing a little, the Bellerophon, who was now the most advanced,
and quite out of sight of all her line companions, disecovered
two or three sail of the encmy right ahead, and some others on
her lee or larboard bow: she immediately bore away, and
steered to pass between the two divisions. The return of thick
weather soon shut out all the ships from her view, and at day-
light none were in sight but the Latona and the 36-gun frigate
Pheenix, Captain Richard John Strachan. These frigates were
at first supicious of cach other, but in a little while came to
a mutual recognition, and then bore up in company after an
enemy’s ship which had just hove in sight in the south-west, and
was standing towards three others, that soon made their appear-
ance in the west. On the Latona’s making the signal, that these
four ships, all of which were of the line, were superior to the
chasing ships, Captain Pasley made the signal of recal ; and the
Bellerophon, accompanied by the Latona, Pheenix, and 38-gun
frigate Phaéton, Captain the Honourable Robert Stopford, who
had just joined company, bore away in search of the admiral,
and, not finding him, steered for the Channel.

Having re-assembled the greater part of his ships, Lord Howoe
continued to eruise until towards the middle of Deccmber;
1‘:1)?’ no enemy appearing, he returned with the fleet to Spit-

ead. 5

The squadron, which this time so narrowly escaped from Lord
Iowe, had been despatched upon a service that, if successful,
would have redounded to the credit of France, and have caused
a corresponding sensation on the opposite side of the Channel.
The customary practice in England, of making expeditions,

1Ttis l’mlieved that some of the Queen bows, but found a difficulty in persuaditg
Charlotte’s officers, with_ their night-  Sir Roger Curtis of the fact.
glasses, saw the French ships cross her
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whether great or small, the subject of newspaper paragraphs,
having apprised the French government, that Vice-admiral Sir
John Jervis, with four sail of the line, and a convoy, charged
with provisions, naval stores, and troops, for the relief of Lord
Hood at Toulon, was to sail from Portsmouth in the early part
of November, a squadron, composed of six of the fastest sailing
ships (the oldest of which, the Tourville, had not been Jaunched
a twelvemonth) of the Brest fleet, was detached to intercept the
English vice-admiral.

On the 13th of November M. Vanstabel set sail from the
road of Brest; and on the 19th, when Lord Howe’s fleet Liove in
sight to leeward, the French commodore made sure that it was
Sir John Jervis and his convoy, and bore down to endeavour to
fulfil the object of his orders. Sir John was certainly to have
sailed from Spithead in the beginning of the month, with one
98, one 74, and onec 64 gun-ship, two 44s, and several frigates.
sloops, and transports ; destined to succour, not the royalists at
Toulon, but those at Martinique and the adjacent French
islands. M. Vanstabel, had he not fallen in with Lord Howe,
would, however, have had to wait some days for his expected
prey, Sir Jolin Jervis, with his convoy of 39 vessels, not having
been able, until the 26th, to get away from St. Helen’s.! On the
30th M. Vanstabel returned to Brest, but not empty-handed;
for, on the very day, or, as some of the French accounts say, on
the very hour, on which he lost sight of the last ship of Lord
Howe's fleet, he fell in with a British homeward-bound convoy
(believed from Newfoundland), and took from it 17 ships and
brigs, all deeply laden.

A battle between the two rival fleets had been so confidently
predicted, that the nation was very ill prepared to receive the
account of a bootless campaign. To suppose, however, that
Lord Howe and his fleet had not, in both instances of his meet-
ing the enemy, done all that was possible to bring on an engage-
ment, betrayed a total unacquaintance with the subject. A fleet
chasing in line of battle must not be expected to accomplish the
best rate of sailing of the best sailer ; for if one ship is inferior
to the rest, the whole flect must be detained, in order that the
slowest ship should keep her station. The proverbial character
of French ships renders it probable that the slowest sailer of the
Brest fleet could have out-sailed the swiftest sailer of Lord
Howe's ; especially upon a wind, in a light breeze, as was the

1Captain Brenton, by mistake (Naval Ilistory, vol. ii., p. 14), states that Sir John
Jervis sailed on the 6th.
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case in the rencounter off Belle-Isle. In that of Cancale Bay,
the French ships evidently got away by dint of superior sailing,
aided by the thick and squally weather, and by the acc1dents
which befel many of the leading British ships, and obliged them
to discontinue the chase.

The refusal of M. Morard de Galles to come to an action with
Lord Howe, where the forces were numerically equal, may have
arisen from one or all of the following causes : an idea, founded
on the reports of neutral and other v<ns1:XMLFault xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat"><ns1:faultstring xmlns:ns1="http://cxf.apache.org/bindings/xformat">java.lang.OutOfMemoryError: Java heap space</ns1:faultstring></ns1:XMLFault>