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Admiralty papers exist at both the John D. Rockefeller, Jr. Library,
Colonial Williamsburg, and the North Carolina State Archives. Like
other PRO collections, HCA has been renumbered over the years with the
result that the American repositories use different PRO numbers. Con-
sequently, the abbreviations CW and NC will be employed throughout the
study to distinguish them; Articles of Agreement, letter of marque
schooner Betsey, Captain John Robinson, October 10-19, 1781, Hartford
Maritime Court, 1776-1783, RG3, Box 651, #727, Connecticut State Li-
brary and Archives, Hartford, Connecticut; and Account Book, privateer
sloop Musquito, Captain Neil McNeill, 1779-1780, Papers of Joseph M.
Toner, Box 279, Miscellaneous, pp. 26-26, Library of Congress, Wash-
ington, D.C. This account book is arranged with opposing left and
right-hand pages having the same page number.

'Jesse Lemisch, "Jack Tar in the Streets: Merchant Seamen in the
Politics of the American Revolution,™ in William and Mary Quarterly
XXV (July, 1968); reprinted in In Search of Early America: The William
& Mary Quarterly, 1943-1993 (Williamsburg, Virginia: Institute of
Early American History and Culture, 1993), pp. 116-134, 136; Richard
B. Morris, "Introduction,”" in Lydon, Pirates, Privateers, p. 18; Ly-
don, Pirates, Privateers, pp. 267-268; and Gary B. Nash, The Urban
Crucible: The Northexrn Seaports and the Origins of the American Revo-
lution, abridged edition (Cambridge, Massachusetts, and London: Har-
vard University Press, 1979, 1986), pp. 114, 138-139, 167, 235, 238.

“Morris, Introduction, in Lydon, Pirates, Privateers, p. 18.
13Lemisch, "Jack Tar," p. 132.

YArticles of Agreement, letter of marque sloop Friendship, Cap-
tain Samuel Wentworth, n.d., Articles of Agreement, privateer schooner
Jack o' the Lanthorn, Captain Mathew Mangen, n.d., and Articles of
Agreement, Restoration, Maryland Admiralty, 7871-1-28, 38, 46, Mary-
land State Archives; Articles of Agreement, Betsey, Hartford Maritime
Court, RG3/651/727, Connecticut State Library and Archives; and Arti-
cles of Agreement, privateer schooner Fox, Captain Joseph Hews Burton,
n.d., Articles of Agreement, privateer schooner Hussee (Hussey), Cap-
tain John Atkinson, n.d., and Articles of Agreement, privateer galley
Jdebaraltar [sic, Gibraltarl, Captain Daniel James Brooks, n.d., New
London Maritime Court, RG3, Box 656, File 16, # 342, RG3/657/45/909,
RG3/659/78/1538, Connecticut State Library and Archives, Hartford Con-
necticut.

*Brown, Good Americans, pp. 51, 80, 226-227; Brown, King's
Friends, pp. 73, 137, 159, 251-252; Nelson, American Tory, pp. vi,
144-145; Lambert, South Carolina Loyalists, p. 71; Hast, Loyalism, pp.
3, 84; George, "Virginia Loyalists,™ p. 176; and Norton, British-
Americans, p. 39.

16Brown, Good Americans, pp. 51, 227; Brown, King's Friends, pp.
24-25, 73, 119, 138, 159, 250; Lambert, South Carolina Loyalists, p.
306; Hast, Loyalism, pp. 3, 74; George, "Virginia Loyalists,™ pp. 176~
177; Loyalist Claims Commissioners, cited in Allen, Lovalist Litera-
ture, p. 12; and Labaree, Conservatism, pp. 164-165.

"Brown, Good Americans, pp. 38, 65, 227; Brown, King's Friends,
pp. 113, 131, 159, 228, 233, 251-252; Lambert, South Carolina Loyal-
ists, p. 186; Hast, Loyalism, p. 3; George, "Virginia Loyalists,” p.
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*gxul Virginiensis, untitled poem, in Rivington's Royal Gazette,
January 16, 1779, p. 3.

¥ John Goodrich, Sr. to Margaret and William Goodrich, Ports-
mouth, Virginia, November 1, 1780, Sir Henry Clinton Papers, Clements
Library, Ann Arbor, Michigan.

“;Q;g.: John Goodrich, Sr. to General Sir Henry Clinton, Novem-
ber 2, 1778, and John Goodrich, Sr. to Clinton, [1781], Sir Henry
Clinton Papers, Clements Library, Ann Arbor Michigan; Testimonial of
Dunmore for John Goodrich, Sr., April 12, 1784, Testimonial of Ar-
buthnot for John Goodrich, Sr., May 3, 1782, Testimonial of Commodore
Sir George Collier for John Goodrich, Sr., May 3, 1784, and Testimo-
nial of Clinton for John Goodrich, Sr., May 14, 1784, PRO, A013/30/G-
IV; Memorial of John Goodrich, Sr., March 1, 1784, PRO, A012/56/166;
Petition of John Goodrich, Sr., May 10, 1784, PRO, RA013/29/G; Account
of Warrants issued by Tryon, February 5, 1779, PRO, C05/1109/82; Min-
ute Books of the New York Vice Admiralty Court, September 16, 1777, to
July 10, 1783, PRO, HCAR49/92,93,94. A thorough search of the extensive
minutes of the New York Vice Admiralty Court concerning libeling and
condemnation proceedings has failed to produce any evidence that John
Goodrich, Sr. ever brought a prize into that port; and A List of Ves-
sels Captured and brought into Bermuda, with Mr. Knox's letter, Febru-
ary 14, 1781, PRO, C037/22, typed transcript, Navy History Center,
Washington, D.C.. Goodrich was associated with Bermuda as well as New
York, yet a list of prizes brought into that island, dating to well
into the privateering war, does not mention any taken by him.

®yilliam Smith, Historical Memoirs From 26 August 1778 to 12 No-
vember 1783 of William Smith..., edited by William H. W. Sabine, re-
printed as Historical Memoirs of William Smith 1778-1783, Eyewitness
Accounts of the American Revolution (New York Times & Arno Press,
1971), p. 302~-304; Joseph Galloway, A Letter to the Right Honourable
Lord Viscount H e, on His Naval Conduct in the American War. (London:
Printed for J. Wilkie, in St. Paul's Church-Yard, MDCCLXXIX), p. 44,
in Joseph Galloway: Selected Tracts, 3 vols., Introductory Essay by
Ernest H. Baldwin (New York: DaCapo Press, 1974), 1:290; [Thomas L.
O'Beirne}, A Candid and Impartial Narrative of the Transactions of the
Fleet, under the Command of Lord Howe,... (London, printed for J. Al-
mon), reprinted as Narrative of the Fleet Under Lord Howe, Eyewitness
Accounts of the American Revolution (The New York Times & Arno Press,
1969), pp. 11-12; Gaine's New-York Gazette, July 13, 1778, p. 3; Henry
Duncan, "“Journals of Henry Duncan, Captain, Royal Navy, 1776-1782." in
The Naval Miscellany, vol. 1, ed. John Knox Laughton (The Navy Records
Society, 1901), p. 200; Minutes of the New York Chamber of Commerce,
August 14, 1780, in John Austin Stevens Jr., ed., Colonial records of
the New York Chamber of Commerce 1768-1784: With Historical and Bio-
graphical Sketches (1867; reprint ed., New York: Burt Franklin Press,
1971), p. 237; "A New York Diary of the Revolutionary War," in Narra-
tives of the Revolution in New York: A Collection of Articles from
"The New-York Historical Society Quarterly," ed., Carson I. A. Rit-
chie, The New-York Historical Society (Kingsport, Tennessee: The
Kingsport Press, Inc., 1975), pp. 220, citing introduction by editor,
243; Thomas Buchanan, "Diary Kept By Thomas Buchanan during the Year
1780, " July 14, 1780, p. 13, typed transcript, The New-York Historical
Society, New York, New York; Jones, History of New York, 1:358; and
Memorial of Samuel Pearce, n.d., PRO, A012/30/236.
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Galloway, Letter to _Lord Viscount H e, p. 39, in Baldwin, Gal=-
loway: Selected Tracts, 1:285.

"1bid., p. 36 / 1:282.

"Rawlins Lowndes to Henry Laurens, August 16, 1778, editorial
note, and Peter Timothy to Laurens, August 16, 1778 in David R. Ches-
nutt and James C. Taylor, eds. The Papers of Henry Laurens, 15 vols.
(Columbia: University of South Carolina Press, 1968-2000), 14:171, 171
n. 3, 173.

73Ibiq.; Memorial of William Dunlop, n.d. PRO, A012/36/319; Leon-
ard to Arbuthnot, September 20, 17739, quoted in Callahan, Royal Raid-
ers, p. 198; and Memorial of Leonard, PRO, C05/131/72.

"Leonard to Arbuthnot, September 20, 1779, quoted in Callahan,
Royal Raiders, p. 198.
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CHAPTER 3

“GENTLEMEN WELL DISPOSED TO HIS MAJESTY’S GOVERNMENT:”

THE LOYALIST PRIVATEERS OF THE CHESAPEAKE BAY REGION'

The Chesapeake Bay region witnessed the most extensive and seri-
ous active involvement of loyalist mariners during the first two years
of the rebellion. There, a large number of individuals who would later
be part of the privateering community as owners, captains, and common
seamen rallied around Virginia Governor, John Murry, Lord Dunmore's
standard, offering assistance to the royal cause. Primarily, the men
whose identities are known were from Virginia, but a number from Mary-
land became active as well. Largely urban and coastal and dominated by
members of the merchant and mariner classes, there was also healthy
leavening of individuals from other backgrounds in this group. Men of
foreign birth were very much in evidence, as were ethnic and racial
elements. Motivated by various factors, most displayed their pro-
British stance at a fairly early date. Some, however, were decidedly
neutral at first, and there is some evidence of equivocal behavior.
Regardless, most suffered significantly in one way or another for
maintaining pro-British sentiments and ultimately siding with them.

As elsewhere along the North American coast, a weak Royal Navy
presence existed in the Bay, and like other governors, Dunmore be-
lieved a stronger naval showing would help maintain control of his
colony and protect the persons and property of those who remained
loyal. As early as May 1, 1775, Dunmore wrote both Vice Admiral Samuel

Graves and General Thomas Gage requesting additional naval support.2 On
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June 8, with control rapidly slipping from his grip, Dunmore, fearing
for the safety of his family and himself, fled Williamsburg and sought
sanctuary on H.M.S. Fowey at Yorktown. There, H.M. Sloop Otter and
H.M.S. Mercury joined him and shortly after, British naval operations
against the rebels began. A July 7th report indicates the Otter would
cruise the coast in search of rebel provision vessels, and although
Dunmore could have had no knowledge of it at the time, such activities
were about to be authorized in London.> As of July 1, the navy was to
establish a loose blockade with squadrons focusing on key points along
the North American coast.’ On July 5, William Legge, Earl of Dartmouth
and Secretary of State for the Colonies, wrote Dunmore notifying the
governor that Admiral Graves's instructions were

to exert the most vigorous Efforts for suppressing the Rebellion

now openly avowed & supported in that Country, & to seize and de-

tain all Ships & Vessels belonging to the Inhabitants thereof,

such only excepted as are the Property of persons who are friends

of Government, & have shewn an Attachment to the Constitution.’
These directives took the mandates of the Restraining Acts a step fur-
ther in that all rebel vessels, whether trading or not, became subject
to seizure. While loyalist vessels were not to be molested, these in-
structions in no way should be interpreted to mean that they would be
allowed to carry on trade. In addition, naval forces were to protect
all loyal subjects and their property.®

In September, additional instructions were sent from London con-

cerning naval operations and the roles the governors were to play in
them. One directive empowered Royal Navy officers to demand provisions
from colonists, offering a fair market price in return. If the offer
was refused, then, necessary items could be taken by force.” Also, be-
cause of fears that large rebel merchant bottoms would be converted
into men-of-wax, the navy was authorized to confiscate their masts and

rudders or otherwise disable them.® Of more importance, however, was

the circular directive sent to the governors reminding them that His
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Majesty's vessels were only to be used for purposes assigned by the
Admiral, thus undercutting local authority and control.’ These orders,
in combination with the Restraining Acts and those issued in July,
were intended not only to create a blockade and bring to a stop all
rebel maritime trade, but prevent the insurgents from acting offen-
sively with warships of their own.

Throughout the remainder of his campaign, Dunmore remained un-

0

easy about not having sufficient naval vessels for his goals.1 Only

six spent any amount of time with the governor, and there were never
more than four at any one point. Furthermore, these vessels were not
only responsible for the Chesapeake region. They were required to
cover the Delaware Bay and the North Carolina Outer Banks as well. The
navy was stretched thin, and Dunmore had grounds for concern. To coun-
teract this deficiency, he would increasingly rely on loyalist craft
and personnel to augment his force.'! Fortunately, there was consider-
able local talent to draw upon.

While naval plans were being formulated, on BAugust 23, George IIT
issued His "Proclamation for Suppressing Rebellion and Sedition." This
document would be of considerable importance for future privateersmen.
Of significance were the following passages.

To the end therefore that none of our subjects may neglect or vio-
late their duty through ignorance thereof, or through any doubt of
the protection which the law will afford to their loyalty and
zeal, we have thought fit...to issue this our Royal Proclamation,
hereby declaring, that not only all our officers, civil and mili-
tary, are obliged to exert their utmost endeavours to suppress
such Rebellion, and bring the traitors to justice; but that all
our subjects of this realm, and the dominions thereunto belonging,
are bound by law to be aiding and assisting in the suppression of
such Rebellion,...and we do accordingly strictly charge and com-
mand all our officers, as well civil as military, and all other
our obedient and loyal subjects, to use Epeir utmost endeavours to
withstand and suppress such Rebellion[.]1
On July 15, Dunmore had shifted his base of operations to the
Elizabeth River between Norfolk and Portsmouth, both towns being cen-

13

ters of loyalist activity. ~ There, he hired the first of a number of
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loyalist vessels, the William and then the Eilbeck (later the Dunmore)
to augment his flotilla.™ By September, loyalists were beginning to
join the governor seeking protection and offering support. Over the
following months, numerous loyalists gathered under the royal banner
that flew over what was fast becoming a floating town due to the accu-
mulation of shipping which at times would total over one hundred ves-
sels.” A number of these individuals, representative of all social
classes, would later be involved in privateering in one way or an-
other.

A large element of the Norfolk/Portsmouth merchant class sup-
ported Dunmore. Included in this respectable and established group
were Jonathan Eilbeck, Roger and Robert Stewart, William Calderhead,
Hector MacAlister, Robert Gilmour, Hugh Miller, Thomas Farrar, John
Begg, Neil Jamieson, and Robert Sheddon.'® Merchant George Blair from

nearby Smithfield offered his assistance as well.!

This was a tight
group unified by common bonds. At least half were Scots.'® Ten were
first generation colonists of whom none had arrived earlier than the

last French War.®

Some still maintained strong family and business
ties with Britain. Neil Jamieson, undoubtedly the wealthiest of the
group, was factor for the Glasgow firm of Glassford, Gordon, & Monti-

0

eth & Co., as well as being a junior partner.2 Robert Sheddon was a

partner in his brother's operation, John Sheddon & Co., also in Glas-
gow.?

Within the immediate Norfolk/Portsmouth band there were also
strong commercial, social, and family ties. Sheddon did business with
Calderhead and MacAlister.?’ Calderhead was part owner with Gilmour and
Jamieson in a distillery.23 Jamieson and MacAlister had business ties.?

Sheddon, Jamieson, and the Stewarts, at least, lived in close proxim-

ity to each other.? of course, Roger and Robert Stewart were broth-
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ers.? As will be seen, other significant business and family ties ex-
isted as well with Robert Sheddon.

Being relatively recent immigrants to the colonies, the majority
of these men had not had time to acculturate. Their sentiments towards
Britain undoubtedly remained strong. In fact, they were in many ways
still more British than American. This, in association with the strong
personal and business bonds between themselves and the mother country
certainly helps explain, at least in part, their decisions to remain
1oyal.27

Jamieson was also well connected with important loyalist mer-
chants elsewhere, who would be involved in privateering. Such included
James Anderson and Nathaniel Coffin of Massachusetts, and Hugh and Al-
exander Wallace of New York.?®

Another link was that as merchants these men were closely asso-
ciated with seafaring. Almost all were ship owners.”’ A few still com-
manded vessels. Roger and Robert Stewart described themselves as sail-

ors and shipmasters who had advanced themselves.™

Hugh Miller was a
sea captain as well as a merchant.’’ Other Virginia skippers joining
Dunmore were Willoughby Morgan and, from the Eastern Shore, William
Picket who sailed for Sheddon.?? From Maryland came Captains Thomas

Slater of Baltimore and Joseph Wayland.>

In addition, though their
colony of residence is unknown, there were Captains Charles McDonald,
John Buchanan, and James Ridley.34

Joining Dunmore too were elements of Virginia's middle class
such as shopowners John Lownds and John Carmont, and Royal Navy vet-
eran turned shoemaker, John Muirhead. Carmont and Muirhead were also
first generation colonists from Scotland.>

Of those future privateersmen who joined Dunmore from the lowest

of social classes, the slaves, the names of two, those belonging to

Mary Rotherway and Roger and Robert Stewart, are not known. Rother-
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way's, however, gained his freedom from Dunmore. The Stewarts', along
with six of their other slaves, had been raised from a boy specifi-
cally to be a mariner. George Mills, only five years a slave in Vir-
ginia from the Guinea coast, ran away and gained his freedom as well
by joining the governor. Unfortunately, it is not known if he ever
served on a privateer. In his brief postwar memorial, however, he
stated that he spent the entire war at sea, without reference to naval
service, making it quite possible he served aboard such a vessel.>

Of interest is the fact that some of these men were initially
sympathetic to the rebel cause. Jamieson signed the non-importation
agreement in 1770, and during the Tea Crisis, he even cooperated so
far as to send back a shipment of that commodity consigned to him-

self,’®

In 1774, he, Sheddon, and Gilmour were members of the Norfolk
Committee of Correspondence.” Jamieson was later on the Norfolk Bor-
ough Committee to enforce the Articles of the Continental Associa-

: 40
tion.

Sheddon signed the non-importation agreement as well in 1774 or
1775.*

By late 1775, though unhappy with the situation in general,
Jamieson displayed loyalist preferences and an attachment to Dunmore.
He thought little of the rebels, and was so uneasy, he was prepared to
pull up stakes and leave if need be. With his trade goods aboard ship,
Jamieson slept with loaded arms and claimed he could depart within
thirty minutes notice. Still, he had enough faith in the British put-
ting down the rebellion that he went so far as to order a shipment of
goods contrary to the association in mid-November.*?

Jamieson's situation was interesting. As a man of great wealth
capable of extending considerable credit, he was actively courted by
the rebels as well as the British. Ultimately, however, Dunmore re-

ceived the benefit of Jamieson's wealth. With loans totaling £30, 000,

Jamieson made it possible for the Governor to supply his fleet. He




105

also worked surveying and appraising vessels taken into government
service and contracting for shipments of supplies.43

Some, such as MacAlister, Blair, and Carmont joined Dunmore
early, seemingly without hesitation, as active supporters.‘’ Both Blair
and MacAlister were granted captain‘'s commissions - Blair in the
Queen's Loyal American Regiment and MacAlister in the Ethiopian Bat-
talion.®’ The latter also served as paymaster for Dunmore.*® Carmont and
Begg fought with the British at Great Bridge in December . *’

For joining the British, all for whom the information is avail-
able, lost considerably in the way of real estate, debts owed, per-
sonal property, business, and merchandise, and this, in turn, undoubt-
edly solidified their loyal stance all the more.*® Although compara-
tively minimal in amount, even runaway slave George Mills claimed a
loss of £10, which for him was considerable.®’ Having joined Dunmore,
they continued to suffer at the hands of the rebels, which could only
have strengthened their resolve. MacAlister and Sheddon lost vessels
and cargoes for violating the association.”® Jamieson's and Sheddon's

houses and other Portsmouth properties were burned.*

Begg, Carmont,
Blair, and Muirhead were all captured by the rebels, and the last
three were badly treated.> Blair spent over twelve months in close
confinement, often in irons, until making his escape.53 Carmont, after
being convicted of bearing arms against the colony and then refusing
to help the rebels dig entrenchments, was tied with his arms around a
tree in freezing weather. With the circulation cut off and severely
frost bitten, he never regained the proper use of his hands.**

At the same time, the strength of their convictions did not
waiver when they suffered reverses at the hands of the British. The
Royal Navy seized a vessel in which Jamieson had invested.” On

Dunmore's orders, Calderhead scuttled three of the five vessels con-

taining his wares and personal effects due to a lack of men to sail
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them.’® Sheddon lost two vessels and cargo in the same manner.”’ As if
Carmont had not suffered enough, while imprisoned, the vessel contain-
ing all his merchandise was also lost or destroyed with Dunmore, >

Interestingly enough, there were those who joined the British
despite what could be defined as ill-treatment at their hands. One of
these was Thomas Slater. On a return voyage from Granados to Virginia,
his brigantine, the Betsey, was stopped by the Royal Navy and his crew
pressed. His voyage effectively over, Slater, although ill-used by the
navy, still offered his services to Dunmore. Then, after sitting idle
a while, the Betsey herself was pressed into service as a tender under
direct naval command. After fitting her out at his own expense for
this new role, Slater stayed with his vessel in a subordinate capac-
ity.59

As is to be expected with such established and respectable men,
a number are known to have had families. Falling in this group were
Muirhead, Eilbeck, Morgan, Wayland, Jamieson, Sheddon, and Calder-
head.® When Jamieson departed the colony, it was necessary to leave
his wife, Fernelia, behind. As late as 1780, she was still in Vir-
ginia. Although the sources are vague, Eilbeck's wife may have re-
mained as well.®

Upon leaving Virginia, the vast majority of these men made their
way to New York.® A few, such as Sheddon, Eilbeck, and Morgan, went to
Bermuda.® Roger Stewart returned to Scotland.®

Most of these men, Calderhead, Gilmour, Sheddon, MacAlister,
Farrar, Begg, Jamieson, Eilbeck, Miller, Blair, and Lownds would go on

to invest in privateers.65

Picket, Muirhead (who would also serve again
in the Royal Navy}, Slater, Wayland, McDonald, Buchanan, and Ridley
would become captains.66 The Stewart brothers would also own a priva-
teer with one of them acting as skipper.67 In addition to being a part

owner, Morgan served in the capacity of a lesser officer aboard such
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vessels, and for a while, commanded his own vessel, either a privateer

itself or a tender to one.®® Carmont appears to have acted as a common
69 : .

seaman. As far as is known, those who came from the slave community

acted as common Seamen as Well.7C

Not all Virginia loyalists left with Dunmore. Some departed at
an early date without any affiliation with the Governor. John Sheddon,
brother of Robert, returned to Glasgow, Scotland, earlier when hos-
tilities commenced.’® Another Scottish partner in the Sheddon firm was
John Sym of Smithfield, Virginia, who, because of the political un-

rest, returned to North Britain at an early date as well.”

Sym also
acted as factor for his kinsman, Andrew Sym, another merchant who had
spent time in Virginia, but had returned to Scotland at an earlier
date.” Andrew, with whom Sheddon also conducted business, would soon
be heard from on the North American coast.’’

There was also Emanuel Walker, another business associate of
Jamieson's. Walker resided in Petersburg where, though principal fac-
tor for the British firm of Spiers, Bowman, & Co., he had earned a
reputation as a rigid supporter of the Continental Association. By
early 1776, however, he had seemingly had enough and asked permission
from the Committee of Safety to leave the colony. That body granted
Walker's request on March 2, and he left for Philadelphia. Like so
many others, after first going to Glasgow, too, he would make his way
to New York and be involved in privateering as an owner.”®

Typical of many Virginia loyalists, these men were Scottish im-
migrant merchants linked by both family and business ties to each

other and Britain. While John Sheddon and John Sym are not known to

have been involved in privateering, they were part of the web, and




108

their return home must have reinforced the ties to Britain of their
relatives, Robert and Andrew, who did enter into the activity.

Others who behaved themselves managed to maintain a neutral po-
sition and remain until early 1777. At that time, however, being ac-
cused of "seducing and corrupting the minds of the people...and giving
intelligence to the enemy," first generation British merchants who
would not confirm their allegiance to the rebels were required by an
Act of Assembly to depart within forty days after January 1, 1777.7°
Merchants William Sheddon of Tappahanock {kinsman of Robert), Daniel
Fraser, a French and Indian War veteran, of Petersburg, and Henry
Mitchell of Fredericksburg, all left and made their way to New York.
Sheddon then went to Bermuda. Like so many in the exodus with Dunmore
or earlier, not only were these men recent immigrants, they were all
Scots as well. Also leaving for New York was immigrant merchant John
Begg who had earlier served with Dunmore until captured. After three
months imprisonment, the rebels released Begg on parole, but he later
refused to take the oath. Like the earlier group, this party lost
heavily in terms of money and property.ﬁ

Sheddon had run afoul of the rebels once already. Suspected of
having supplied Dunmore with provisions, the Essex County Committee
investigated his activities in November, 1775. Though acquitted, Shed-
don's situation remained unpleasant, and one gets the impression the
Act requiring him to leave came at a time when life in Virginia for
men of his ilk was becoming unbearable. Prior to departure he was ex-
posed "to the Resentment of the violent"™ and he often "experienced
ill-usage and injurious Treatment.”’®

Of interest is the story of John Martin of Botetourt County. A
prosperous landowner and veteran of Lord Dunmore's War against the In-
dians in 1774, Martin managed to maintain a peaceful existence for the

first year of the war despite his support of the King. In 1776, how-
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ever, the rebels "drafted" him for military service. Given his situa-
tion in a "Rebellious part of the Country,” he felt obliged to accept
conscription and play along until an opportunity presented itself to
join the British. Unfortunately, the British did not arrive as ex-
pected and Martin spent many months serving in Georgia and South Caro-
lina. Unable to return to Virginia and loath to actually fight with
the rebels against the British, when the chance to desert arose, he
took it. Getting aboard a ship for the West Indies, Martin made St.
Lucia. There, after first sailing on a smuggler, he signed articles to
serve on a privateer.79

One final Virginia loyalist must be mentioned, merchant and
landowner Samuel Martin. Martin is of interest because though born in
Virginia, he relocated to Whitehaven, Scotland, years before the war.
There, he conducted business operations which included a large trade
with his native colony, considerable shipping interests, and the man-
agement of at least a large portion of the family's Virginia proper-
ties totaling over 9,700 acres. Of course, he suffered heavy losses in
these areas. Martin, a relative of Governor Josiah Martin of North
Carolina, was important enough to have the ear of men such as John
Montagu, Earl of Sandwich, First Lord of the Admiralty and William
Knox, Under Secretary to Lord George Germain. Though absent from Vir-
ginia during Dunmore's campaign, Martin was, nevertheless, somewhat
involved. While on a trading voyage to that colony, one of his ves-
sels, the Unicorn, was taken into ministerial service by the Gover-
nor.%

Throughout the war, Virginia slaves continued to make their es-
cape to the British lines. Many, such as James Dalkeith, Isaac Bailey,
Benjamin Smith, Tom King, Maxwell Roy, Titus, James Jackson, Jack

Robinson, and Southey served aboard loyalist privateers.al Slaves in

Maryland did the same. Four known to have served as crewmen were
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Isaac, owned by Alice Rous, and Daniel, Charles, and Abram, owned by
William Bell.®

Maryland produced other privateers as well, some of whom have
already been mentioned. Another whose trials were similar to John Mar-
tin's was Robert Begnal of Georgetown. Although it is unclear if Beg-
nal was an immigrant or second generation, he was of Irish extraction.
Because he refused to take the rebel oath of allegiance he was as-
sessed triple taxes for a period of three years; the rebels believing
this would coerce him into line. When this plan failed, they con-
scripted Begnal for a nine month term of service with the militia. At
this juncture, the loyalist had two choices. He could submit to the
rebels or escape. Even though he realized he would lose a great deal
of his property by doing so, he opted to leave. He proceeded to load
his family and what valuables he could on his "Schooner Flatt"™ and
sail for Portsmouth, Virginia. There, he made contact with the British
under Benedict Arnold who promptly commandeered his vessel for govern-
nment service. Begnal lost all. Following a stint in the Commissary De-
partment at Charlestown, South Carolina, Begnal and his family arrived
destitute in New York. There, in an effort to provide for them, he
signed on a privateer. Shortly after, he was taken prisoner, forcing
his wife and child to petition the British for relief to keep from
starving.83

Daniel Chamier, originally from a well-to-do London family, was
also a Maryland resident, having arrived in 1753. Described as honor-
able, friendly, hospitable, and philanthropic, Chamier removed to New
York where he became Auditor and Comptroller of Accounts for the army.
He also invested in a privateer before dying in December, 1778.%

James Anderson, a mariner from Fell's Point (Baltimore), was a
very equivocal loyalist. Not only did he willingly take the rebel

oath, he willingly joined their forces and was made a lieutenant on a
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galley. Because his zealous conduct was viewed so favorably, he was
ultimately given his own command. What happened next that precipitated
a change in allegiance is unknown, but Anderson proceeded to sail his
vessel to New York and deliver her to the British. When next heard
from, he commanded a loyalist privateer.85

There were yet other men from the Bay area who, although they
did not join Dunmore, would make their way to New York and pursue pri-
vateering. Benedict Byrne was a mariner from either Virginia or Mary-
land, who, before becoming a privateer captain, served in a provincial
unit, was captured, escaped to New York, and there acted as a pilot.a€
bavid Carcand of Calvert County, Maryland, was a planter, but he was
also "Bred to Sea." His nautical experience allowed him to pursue his
later role as sailing master on an armed vessel.?

Two other Maryland loyalists were merchants, Anthony Stewart and
his father-in-law/partner James Dick. At the time the war started,
Dick had already faced problems with the rebels for at least several
years. In 1770, one of his vessels, the Good Intent, prevented from
unloading in the colony, was forced to return with her cargo. Stewart
is particularly noteworthy for having been the owner of the Peggy
Stewart carrying tea consigned to Annapolis in October 1774. For this,
the mob confronted Stewart and forced him to sign a paper saying he
was sorry for the offense and would, along with the Williams brothers
who owned the tea, set fire to the vessel and its cargo. This he did,
destroying a brigantine valued at £1,500. Apparently this was not pen-
ance enough, for he was continually threatened and finally forced to
flee in 1775. Both he and Dick would go to New York. Dick would become
a privateer owner and Stewart would serve with the Associated Loyal-
ists.®

Finally, there was no less a figure than Robert Alexander, law-

yer, who was a delegate to the Continental Congress in 1775. Though
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against British taxation, he was alsoc against "republican Government”
and the use of violence. Opting for "Constitutional Correction" as the
solution to the problem with Britain, he withdrew from Congress when
independence was declared. Forced to give up his law practice because
he would not take the ocath, he left Maryland in August, 1777, to join
the British at Philadelphia and ultimately go to New York. There, he
would serve on the Board of the Associated Loyalists.eg

Like other Virginians and Marylanders, a number of these men are
known to have lost considerably in terms of personal property, real

90

estate, etc..’ Furthermore, families suffered. Begnal's situation has

already been recounted. For Carcand, who left his family behind,

"l stewart and Al-

losses resulted in their being in "Great Distress.
exander were also forced to leave their wives and numerous children.®
Although the merchant/mariner class was the dominant element,
the Virginia and Maryland privateers exhibited a cross-section of re-
gional society by including others of varied occupational, economic,
and class background, ethnic elements, and racial minorities. A small
degree of equivocalness and neutral behavior (acceptable and under-
standable under the circumstances) was detectable, and a number of mo-
tivational factors came into play when making the decision to become
active loyalists. These included the tenuous security offered by a
British presence at Norfolk. Also, these men were the recipients of a

considerable amount of rebel abuse, which either provoked them to take

the course they took or reinforced positions already taken.
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CHAPTER 4

“A SPIRITED, ACTIVE, INDUSTRIOUS FAMILY:”

THE GOODRICHES OF VIRGINIA'

During the summer and early fall of 1775, while Dunmore was at-
tempting to buttress the royal presence, another important sequence of
events was transpiring, the consequences of which rebel merchants and
mariners would come to have cause to regret. Though perhaps an extreme
example, as this complex yarn shakes out, the reader will get an idea
of the trials suffered by at least one family during the revolution.
The Goodriches began the war in support of the rebels, acting on their
behalf. An error in judgement, however, and the consequent overreac-
tion by the rebels to it (quite probably fueled by negative personal
factors) resulted in serious persecution of the family. This had the
affect of forcing them from the rebel camp and into the arms of the
British where they would become extremely influential in shaping the
course of the war at sea. The family’ transformation, however, was
gradual due to compounding events and circumstances in which they
found themselves caught in the middle.

On June 14, 1775, Thomas Newton, Jr., burgess delegate for Nor-
folk, Virginia, informed William Goodrich that Treasurer Robert Carter
Nicholas wanted to discuss a business deal with him.’ William, (Billie)
Goodrich, "a well made lusty Man, about 34 Years of Age [sic], about 5
Feet 8 or 9 Inches high, stoop shouldered, smooth faced, full eyed,
[who] sometimes looks redish about the Eyes, and generally wears short

light or yellow coloured curly Hair," was the second son of John Good-
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rich, Sr. and brother of John, Jr. (Johnie}, Bartlet, and‘Bridger.3 By
the eve of the revolution, this family, descended from ancestors who
arrived in Virginia in the 1630s, was well established and successful
as both landowners and merchant mariners.’ The elder Goodrich's hold-
ings were extensive. In Portsmouth alone, he owned three lots of land
and eighteen structures (plus outbuildings) which included (some serv-
ing dual functions) seven dwellings, six warehouses, one store, six
artisan shops, and a wharf. In the countryside, he possessed six es-
tates with considerable livestock and land totaling 1,915 acres. In
Alexandria, he owned two lots with two more houses and another store.
In addition, he had well over thirty adult slaves, at least eleven of
whom were seamen.®

The family also owned twelve merchant vessels said to trade the
world over, but especially in the West Indies. Probably inclusive of
the twelve, they were concerned in a total of twenty-three merchant-
men. As mariners they were acknowledged as perhaps the best the region
had to offer. Four of the adult males were described as being fully
acquainted with every inch of the Chesapeake Bay and its numerous
tributaries. These four were also said to display a "genius™ for ship
design and construction.®

Furthermore, the Goodriches favored the rebel cause. As of May,
1774, John, Sr. was a member of the joint Norfolk-Portsmouth Committee
of Correspondence, and on at least one occasion, a Goodrich vessel
conveyed messages between committees.’ Goodrich also supported the Con-
tinental Association and actively urged individuals such as Jonathan
Ewing to sign the agreement as well.®

For the deal about to be proposed to William, the Goodriches
seemed the perfect choice. They possessed every quality needed, in-
cluding one final and very necessary ability. As mariners, they were

involved in an activity so many of their calling participated in,
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smuggling. John, Sr. was actually known as a "famous Contraband Man,"
and because of this, as early as May 21, 1775, Richard Henry lLee sug-
gested that he was the one for the job in question.9

Representing the family's company, William traveled to Williams-
burg a day or two after receiving word from Newton, and there met with
Nicholas. Virginia desperately needed gunpowder, and William, undoubt-
edly due to his skills as a mariner and smuggler with considerable
trade connections, was asked to take bills of exchange valued at
£5,000 sterling, proceed to the West Indies, and purchase all he
could. A letter outlining Billie's instructions indicated that a great
deal of faith was placed in his abilities with "no doubt." Further-
more, the directive said, "we must rely altogether for your endeavours
for the best as it is impossible for me to say what is the [beslt
method to take in the islands[; I] therefore leave it to you to trans-
act this matter as you think [best] for the good of the voyage." In
essence, William was given carte blanche to do whatever was necessary
to obtain the gunpowder and make the transaction. Also included in the
letter was a list of contacts, including a Mr. Isaac Van Dam, and the
directive that William should make one of his brothers privy to the
situation in case of accident and the need for someone else to take
over.'?
William did not jump at the opportunity. He had doubts and was
apprehensive. When told the powder was to be obtained at any price, he
requested confirmation from the Assembly. He also questioned his per-
sonal safety, asking whether or not his life would be in jeopardy by
undertaking the voyage. Newton and Nicholas assured him it would not,
but did admit the possibility of William losing his vessel. In light
of the situation and William's experience, both the question and reply

seem rather odd.
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So, a smuggler was hired to smuggle, and on July 14, 1775, Wil-
liam Goodrich, in a sloop commanded by James Eastwood, set sail on a
voyage that would permanently effect his life, his family's lives, and
perhaps the lives of everyone else involved in maritime trade in North
America and the islands.'?

William's voyage was a relatively lengthy one, lasting until Oc~
tober, because of the difficulty he had obtaining powder. His first
stop was Antigua where he sold £500 or £550 worth of bills of exchange
for cash. Next, he went to St. Eustatia where he sold another £2,000
and deposited £500 in cash with Isaac Van Dam, one of the contacts
designated in the instructions. Van Dam was to use it to pay for pow-
der procured and shipped by a Mr. Bartrand at St. Pierre, Martinico.
Van Dam would then hold it in readiness for a vessel to pick it up and
carry it to Virginia. William then sailed to Martinico in an effort to
locate more powder, but once there, finding none and believing he was
watched by suspicious British officers, he left and, via other French
islands, returned to St. Eustatia. There, he found that Bartrand had
managed to get 1,800 pounds of powder and William also managed to buy
750 pounds more from a French schooner. Finally, in the proverbial
eleventh hour, "a small English Guinea Ship" arrived from which an-
other 1,600 pounds was obtained. This brought the total to 4,150
pounds of explosives. The transaction with the Guineaman is of further
interest.!?

Before continuing, however, it is necessary to backtrack a bit
and discuss another related event. At some point, and indicative of
the faith the Virginia rebels placed in the Goodriches’ abilities, the
Virginians contracted with John, Jr. for a second shipment of goods.
This time, the family was to procure and run in a cargo of coarse lin-

ens. For this venture, they were not advanced any funds.
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While William was searching for powder, Bartlet was also in the
West Indies making transactions of his own. At Antigua, he had encoun-
tered the Guineaman first, and aware of the powder she carried and his
brother's search for the same, he offered to purchase it. This same
vessel, however, also carried a small amount of British textiles,
white lead, and linseed o0il, and her Captain agreed to sell the powder
only on the condition that Bartlet take the entire cargo, the textiles
included. Of course, as British goods, these articles were proscribed
from importation by the Articles of Association. Despite this, because
of the need for powder and the difficulty in getting it, Bartlet
agreed to the transaction. The Guineaman then sailed to St. Eustatia
where the bargain was completed and for some reason, the cargo was
briefly transferred to an intermediary vessel, the schooner Fanny,
Robert Connoway, Master. Connoway, in turn, passed the powder to Wil-
liam. It need be noted that Bartlet did not make the transaction with-
out making a profit himself. Having paid between three shillings and
three shillings, nine pence per pound for the powder, he charged Wil-
liam four shillings, six pence per pound. Although it must have seemed
of little consequence at the time, this deal would cause the family
considerable problems.15

Meanwhile, in Virginia, in October, affairs began to warm with
the British becoming increasingly aggressive in response to rebel
military buildup. Early in the month, for their exploits, the Governor
and his naval associates were being called "pirates and banditti”™ by
the rebels.!® On October 12, Dunmore's troops began a series of suc-
cessful forays up rivers into the surrounding countryside to relieve
the rebels of stores of arms, ordnance, and munitions.'’ Also, at some
point in late September or early October, without any authority for
taking such action, the Governor created an ad hoc Vice-~Admiralty

Court to deal with the prizes being brought in. Lacking a judge, five
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commissioners were appointed to oversee matters. As of October 5, at
least two prizes had been condemned.'®

While contemporary rebel and later historical accounts give the
impression Dunmore's raiders, also styled "harpies™ and "sheep-
stealers"™ by the revolutionaries, committed heinous depredations, all
indications are that at this time and for months to come, forays
ashore were conducted merely to seize war materials and a printing
press, procure food and fuel for the growing number of people in
Dunmore's floating town, bring off slaves, and rescue stranded loyal-
ists. As late as February 26, 1776, naval officers were still directed
to first offer payment for provisions from the populace. Property dam-
age seems to have been minimal and confined to such things as the oc-
casional outbuilding storing grain. There are no references to the
theft or destruction of other forms of personal property, nor are
there any accounts of physical abuse.’’

The Governor was also aware of rebel smuggling activities and
knew an attempt to run in gunpowder was afoot. Furthermore, he knew
Billie was somehow involved in the later undertaking. In an effort to
intercept the shipment, Dunmore had two prizes (condemned by the Admi-
ralty Court but not sold) fitted out as tenders (small auxiliary craft
taken into government service to act in consort with the naval ves-
sels) to cruise for the powder vessel and other smugglers.2C

On October 1, William sailed for the mainland with his cargo of
powder, a small assortment of weapons, and a parcel of shot, for which
he had spent £1,501.4.0, West Indian Currency (slightly over £850
sterling). The remaining amount of money he entrusted to Van Dam to
purchase additional powder, which he would store until William re-
turned to pick it up. On October 9, Billie made Ocracoke on the North
Carolina Outer Banks. He then proceeded up the sounds to the Pasquo-

tank River where he safely off-loaded the powder and a large quantity
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of legal osnaburgs brought in on his own account. From there, William
headed for Norfolk to see Newton, but before arriving, he was warned
that Dunmore was looking for him and, in any case, Newton was not
there. So, he went to the family home in Portsmouth only to be told
the family had moved inland to one of their plantations. At the same
time, William received a second tip that Dunmore was searching for
him, because of his efforts to obtain powder for the rebels. So, off
William went again to the next refuge where he spent a day or two with
family before moving on to Williamsburg. According to William's own
account, while en route to the capital, he happened to meet Newton to
whom he gave a full account of the venture, and who, upon hearing
about it, seemed satisfied with matters as he should have been at this
point in the affair. William was then directed by Newton to continue
on to Williamsburg to meet with Nicholas and present the same account
to him. This was done with Nicholas also being satisfied with what he
had been told. William then returned home to move his pregnant wife,
"looking to layin in the corse of a month or so0," to the care of a
midwife.”

Despite his knowledge that an effort to smuggle powder was in
progress and that William was involved, Dunmore seemingly had little,
if any, solid, specific information upon which to act. He later
clairmed he knew of John, Sr.'s involvement, but James Parker later
stated that Dunmore had refused to believe anything ill of the elder
Goodrich, and so, he felt very deceived upon learning of his partici-
pation in the scheme. This tends to indicate the Governor had been
suspicious of Goodrich at some point and had confronted him, but Good-
rich must have convinced him of his lack of personal involvement. Had
Dunmore believed family members, other than William, were party to the
undertaking, it seems likely he would have acted against them. Yet,

John, Sr. and John, Jr. appear to have gone about their business with-
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out any personal interference. On October 15, however, the situation
changed. On that date, while John, Sr. was on the coast keeping watch
for his returning vessels to help facilitate their entry through the
blockade, Dunmore intercepted the following letter written to Goodrich
by his son-in-law and sometimes business associate, Robert Sheddon. *?

Sir Johnie came up yesterday, and Set off about 2
0'Clock this Morning for Nansemond - T.Hs. Boat could not
find the way in, and got safe up here - Johnie hired a
Vessel, which would Sail this day - Morris would be in
time to prevent any other Vessel, Returning except long
Splice with Salt from Turks Island, which is much wanted -
Johnie has placed several boats for to look out - I have
not heard from Nansemond Since Billie went up, but no
doubt the business is done - J. Webb set of to Secure the
papers &c and to push the Sloop out - The F. must now be
at Sea 10 or 11 Days - Bartlates Letters is not yet come
to hand - The Sloop Sailed this day fortnight and has a
considerable Value in Course Linens a Board which Billie
seemed resolute to have Secured, I beg't him to get W. Cr
to undertake it and not be seen himself in S as it
might be a Means of discovering what Course to Stear -
Receive your shirt &c by Jupiter who goes to Conduct
Greenock and Luckie - I wish you may be so luckie as to
get a Sight of the F to Secure her and the letters a
Shore to dessapoint the many Malicious Enemys you have,
who have made themselves bussie for your destruction -
Every thing remains quite here at present, take care of
yourself which is the only uneasiness we have now.- I am
Sir

Your Most Obedt. Servt

Robert Sheddon®
Clearly indicating clandestine shipping operations and the Goodriches’
involvement, this letter enraged Dunmore, who immediately had Sheddon
and John, Jr. apprehended and brought before him where they met the
full force of the governor's violent wrath.?* Under interrogation,
Sheddon somehow convinced Dunmore he had no invclvement with or knowl-
edge of the gunpowder. He declared his sole purpose in writing the
letter was to warn family and friends of potential trouble in an ill-
advised undertaking with the other cargoes, and so prevent their
ruin.? Releasing Sheddon, Dunmore turned his attention to John, Jr.,
clearly implicated by the letter, who must have confessed to even

more, because he was clapped in irons in close confinement.?® In the
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course of the confrontation, either Sheddon or Johnie explained the
abbreviated parts of the note. "T.Hs." was Thomas Hardwick, "F" re-
ferred to the schooner Fanny, "W.Cr." was Willis Cooper (Wills Cow-
per), and the "S" pertained to Suffolk.”

Before continuing, several comments need be made about Sheddon's
very interesting missive. In the past, there has been, with good rea-
son, some confusion about the number of vessels referred to and their
cargoes.28 While a number of craft are discussed, there are three ei-
ther mentioned directly or alluded to that are of significance. First,
there was William's sloop with a cargo of gunpowder and osnaburgs

which had already made port on the Pasquotank River.?

Then, there was
a second sloop with a valuable lading of coarse linens which had also
made port near, if not at, Suffolk, Virginia.30 Her cargo undoubtedly
consisted of the textiles the rebels had contracted for. These, valued
at £840 and for which the family was owed £1,098, are known to have
been landed and sold in October.? Finally, there was the schooner
Fanny carrying the enigmatic letters as well as an additional cargo of
osnaburgs.32 Like William's, these textiles seem to have been legal and
brought in on Bartlet's personal account. Combined, the brothers' per-
sonal cargoes consisted of 50,000 yards of osnaburgs valued at a very
tidy sum between £3,125 and £3,750.%

Furthermore, some historians believe that the textiles referred
to were the same as those purchased illegally by Bartlet from the
Guineaman.> Of course, this would constitute smuggling against the Ar-
ticles of Association. In fact, not only is there no reference to the
textiles bought by Bartlet, those actually discussed do not match up
with the illicit textiles in either value or type. Their worth of only
£297.17.10 is certainly not comparable with the considerable value of
the osnaburgs and coarse linens known to have arrived.® Furthermore,

the illicit textiles consisted of "Checks Cotton Ginghams Striped hol-
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land Jeans Scotch thread Printed Linens [and] Irish Linens"™ certainly
not osnaburgs or the coarse linens consisting of dowlas, Russia sheet-
ing, and linen, as well as more osnaburgs of German manufacture.’® The
bottom line is that there is no indication the illegal cargo was smug-
gled in at this time. As far as the rebels were concerned, all three
textile cargoes that did arrive were legitimate. It was Dunmore who
would have viewed the shipments as illegal and did.

Another interesting feature of the note is that given the fact
both sloops had already returned, and their cargoes were secure, the
only concern was for the Fanny and the "letters" she carried from
Bartlet. The exact nature of the "letters" will probably never be
known, but it is evident the family did not want them falling into the
wrong hands. There are, however, three possible interpretations as to
the identity of these mysterious items. First, it is possible they
were actual letters containing incriminating information the family
wished to keep secret, but this does not seem likely. If necessary,
such documents could easily be destroyed and the contents conveyed
verbally at a later date without loss and with no one the wiser. Sec-
ondly, the term "letters™ could be a code word for smuggled goods, but
this makes little sense in light of the fact that other smuggled goods
are referred to directly as what they are in the same note. This
leaves the third and most logical explanation. The letters were let-
ters of credit. Such would certainly have been of value and something
the family would not wish to destroy or have fall into the hands of
their enemies.

This leads to the question of the identity of the "many Mali-
cious Enemys.”™ Quite logically, the reference was to Dunmore, and ob-
viously, he was a concern. He was certainly attempting to intercept
the gunpowder and other goods shipped by the Goodriches, and his ef-

forts clearly gave the family cause for worry. Sheddon was undoubtedly
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referring to Dunmore's possible interference when he stated he did not
want William to go to Suffolk to personally handle the transaction
with the coarse linens, because his presence "might be a Means of dis-
covering what Course to Stear-." In essence, William's presence would
tip off Dunmore as to the location of that cargo. Also, John, Sr. was
on the coast in an effort to assist his incoming vessels from falling
into Dunmore's grasp.

Yet, there are aspects of the letter that strongly suggest
Dunmore was not the only enemy. Primarily the letter was an update of
information for John, Sr. on the state of affairs, but it also served
as a warning. Keeping in mind that Goodrich, Sr. was already acting to
keep his vessels from Dunmore, it is evident he was quite aware the
Governor was intent on causing trouble and certainly did not have to
be reminded of the fact. Furthermore, there is the wording of the let-
ter. Despite the fact Sheddon's prose leaves a great deal to be de-
sired, the phrase, "many Malicious Enemys you have, who have made
themselves bussie for your destruction" clearly indicates a fair num-
ber of people conspiring against Goodrich. Dunmore would constitute
only a single enemy. Also, the use of the word "Malicious™ is of note
in that it conveys a personal element which would seem unlikely to ex-
ist between John, Sr. and the Governor. Finally, the phrase, "your de-
struction” conveys a sense of someone wanting to totally ruin the el-~
der Goodrich in some manner.

At the time the letter was written, only two vessels remained
unaccounted for at sea, and only one of those, the Fanny, was seem-
ingly of serious consequence to the family. Still, while the loss to
Dunmore of a single schooner and cargo, if not insured, and even the
letters, would have constituted a financial setback, perhaps even a
serious one, it would not have resulted in Goodrich's destruction,

monetarily or otherwise. The very real possibility of occasionally
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losing a vessel under any circumstance was a risk every merchant mari-
ner took and accepted.

Furthermore, all the family members were accounted for, safe,
and beyond the Governor's grasp at the time Sheddon wrote. So, Dunmore
did not present a personal threat at that time. In fact, it is highly
doubtful he had previously presented a personal threat at all to any-
one but William, and even if he had apprehended Billie, it would not
have resulted in John, Sr.'s destruction. The governor was far more
concerned with intercepting the powder than with catching whoever
brought it in. Of course, this does not negate the fact that anyone
caught doing so was going to be in serious trouble. Still, Dunmore did
not consider John, Sr. to be involved, and if it was John, Sr., him-
self, who convinced him of this, the elder Goodrich knew the Governor
was a threat only if he was found out by being caught. That the family
members were able to go about their business unmolested shows Dunmore
was certainly not acting like someone bent on John, Sr.'s destruction,
and John, Sr. was not concerned as much with Dunmore as he was with
simply getting his cargo in safely. That Dunmore did not act until af-
ter intercepting Sheddon's letter adds considerable credence to this.
Also, the fact John, Jr. was, seemingly, so easily apprehended sup-
ports the idea that family members were little concerned about the
governor targeting them personally. In essence, while John, Sr. was
concerned about Dunmore in a general sense as a potential problem,
Dunmore was not concerned about John, Sr. in a specific sense. The
governor was a problem to the family only if they were caught.

All this tends to suggest that John, Sr. had personal enemies in
the rebel camp as well as political ones in the British. Someone in
Goodrich's position as a wealthy merchant had undoubtedly had a few
conflicts over the years with individuals in the course of simply con-

ducting routine business. One we know of was no less a figure than
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Robert Carter III who on two occasions was 8o displeased with the
Goodriches that he ceased conducting business with them altogether.37

One thing is certain. Someone informed on the family to Dunmore
about the powder. William was certainly of this belief. The rebel
leaders acknowledged the fact as well. An angry Edmund Pendleton im-
plied the act was more than a slip of the tongue stating, "A villain
has given Lord Dunmore information of it." Considering the obvious
clandestine nature of the operation, whoever the culprit was, he must
have been fairly highly placed in the revolutionary government.38

Accepting the Goodriches had personal enemies in the rebel camp,
the question remains whether the informer conveyed his intelligence
because the Goodriches, specifically, were involved, or simply because
the news of the powder itself was significant. Of course, the answer
will probably never be known. If the former, however, there is a clue
to what the malefactors intended. They wanted John, Sr., personally,
to be caught by Dunmore, hoping he would at least be imprisoned, if
not executed, for treason. This would certainly entail his destruc-
tion. Even if the informer and "Malicious Enemys" were unassociated,
Dunmore's being aware of the family's involvement could be used to ad-
vantage by the latter. It would be hoped John, Sr. would be caught,
and that possibility may have been actively promoted. Unfortunately
for any "Malicious Enemys, "™ if this was part of their agenda, Dunmore
must have initially let them down by refusing to believe John, Sr. was
a party to the gunpowder scheme,

Of primary concern to the family at this point were the letters.
Of course, it is doubtful any rebel "Malicious Enemys" were aware of
their existence, but someone was clearly looking for some means of de-
stroying John, Sr. Sheddon, aware of the enemies' intentions, knew the
letters offered the means of their doing so, and was duly anxious

about their safe arrival. Of course, this line of thought would indi-
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cate there was something incriminating about the letters which the
family wished to keep the rebels from finding out about. What? The
most plausible explanation is, if they were letters of credit, which
seems likely, they probably indicated Bartlet had conducted other
business with the British in the islands. They might also indicate the
family would be doing business with political undesirables in Vir-
ginia. As such, their interception, in addition to resulting in a fi-

nancial setback, could also result in John Sr.'s destruction. In es-

sence, whatever incriminating evidence they contained could be used to

ruin his reputation and make it impossible for him to conduct business
within the existing political climate. At the same time, however, it
need be noted that such letters could only point to family members
having done business with British merchants or their intent to do so.
Because they were not a commodity, bringing them in, in and of them-
selves, could not be construed as going against the Association or be-
ing illegal in any other manner.

If the "Malicious Enemys” existed, which seems probable, they
were in a good position to see their goal of John, Sr.'s destruction
carried into effect. If matters worked out as they probably hoped, the
Governor would handle affairs for them, and they could avoid getting
their hands dirty. If this failed, they could continue their own ef-
forts. The family may well have been caught between two groups of ene-
mies.

Because of the family's reputation as smugglers, historians have

® There is no basis for

assumed that all their cargoes were illicit.?
such assumptions, and to this point, one thing is apparent. There is
no evidence the Goodriches had done anything overtly wrong with re-
gards to Virginia and the rebels. On the contrary, they had gone to a

great deal of trouble and personal risk to honor their two contracts,

and two of their vessels had imported an additional large quantity of
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legal osnaburgs which could only have been of use to the Virginians.
Certainly, all seemed happy with the powder deal, and no one found
fault with the contract for coarse linens, The worst they could have
been accused of was conducting business with the enemy based on infor-
mation gleaned from the letters. Even then, however, there is no in-
dication of their actually smuggling anything and going against the
Articles of Association. Furthermore, during William's and Bartlet's
absence, John, Jr. went so far as to show his loyalty to the rebels by
passing on intelligence and warning them of a possible attack by
Dunmore on Williamsburg.40

The Goodriches were, however, in serious trouble, having given
"mortal Offense™ to Dunmore, who was "very violent”, and who, having
John, Jr. in his power, possessed considerable leverage.41 Hearing of
his son's unhappy situation and undoubtedly concerned about his well
being, John, Sr. contacted Dunmore professing "his Sincere repentance
of what was past, and his earnest desire of returning to his duty."42
He also sought an audience which was arranged. Bt this meeting Dunmore
made it clear that procuring the powder was a capital offense. Also,
although there is no indication the topic arose at this time, it could
hardly have escaped John, Sr.'s notice that a large part of his Ports-
mouth holdings, including his house, warehouses, stores, shops,
wharves, trade goods, and several vessels, were literally under Dun-
more's guns. Threatened with an extreme loss of property in addition
to the seemingly very real possibility of losing a son, Goodrich, un-
der duress, fell under Dunmore's control. His only choices were to put
on as good a face as possible, bow to the inevitable, attempt to
soothe Dunmore, try to talk his way out, comply with the Governor's
wishes, and hope for the best. In the manner of a true businessman,
John, Sr. offered the simple explanation that the powder deal was just

an opportunity for "a good freight." The whole affair was a business
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matter and nothing more. This obviously was not enough, because Good-
rich then made a serious proposition to Dunmore. He would offer up
William as a hostage while he, himself, sailed to the West Indies to
procure the powder and any remaining money for the Governor. Dunmore
agreed to this, and John, Sr. committed himself and his family to a
very dangerous game of walking a narrow path between the proverbial
rock and hard place.43

William was brought on board Dunmore's ship to join Johnie by
October 31. At that time, the Governor applied pressure for more in-
formation. Intimidated, Billie offered additional details about his
voyage and dealings with Van Dam in a formal deposition.“

Armed with a pass from Dunmore, John, Sr. set off on in early
November to South Quay on the Black Water River to get William's
sloop, which had been moved there from the Pasquotank, and set sail
for St. Eustatia. He made it no further than Ocracoke Inlet where he
was stopped by a tender in Dunmore's service.'® The tender's captain, a
Mr. Jones, refused to acknowledge the pass on the grounds that Good-
rich was known to the British to be an "old Rascal,"” and therefore,

6 It had to be a for-

Dunmore would never have issued such a document.®
gery. As a result, the British "Used him very 111."Y Soaking wet, and
without food, drink, bedding, or a change of clothes, Goodrich was
clapped in the hold of a vessel and kept there for a several days.
Following this, he was sent in his own sloop, possibly in irons, to
Norfolk. There, Dunmore, in exasperation, informed Jones of his error
in performing his job too well, and a new scheme was formulated.*®
According to the new plan devised by Dunmore and the Goodriches,
William would be sent (seemingly under guard) on one of the naval ten-
ders to obtain the powder and any remaining money.49 Once he had ob-

tained the funds, he was to use them to purchase arms and additional

powder for the British and then return any left over to Dunmore . *°
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John, Sr. and John, Jr. were paroled on the condition they report on
board Dunmore's ship every ten days.51 William sailed, probably in the
fourth week of November, and John, Sr. retired to his plantation on
the Nansemond River.®

William's account of his seizure by Dunmore, his father's ef-
forts to go to St. Eustatia, and his own subsequent selection for the
task are of interest. While the basics of his story conform to other
known facts, the specifics he offered initially appear questionable.
In general, William recounted his being captured, John, Sr.'s attempts
to get to the islands and his being detained by Jones, and as a re-
sult, his (William's) being selected to make another effort. Beyond
this, however, Billie recounts these events in a very different and
somewhat strange light. He stated he was seized at 2:00 a.m. by a
party of eight men and an officer at one of his father's plantations
while en route back to St. Bustatia. He further stated that at that
time he had yet to see his father since his return from the West In-
dies and believed him to still be at the Capes. Then, William pro-
fessed that when John, Sr. heard of his being taken, he picked up the
directions concerning the transaction with Van Dam and, taking over
the operation, sailed to St. Eustatia to complete the unfinished busi-
ness. In the process, the elder Goodrich was captured by Jones. The
paperwork seized at the same time showed William had left a consider-
able amount of funds with Van Dam, and as a result, the younger Good-
rich was ordered by Dunmore to retrieve the money and powder.53

As noted, these specifics do not fit the story as known, with
the result it initially appears William's account, written later when
a prisoner, was a fabrication perpetrated to get him off the hook.
Yet, there are indications, in some cases in the specifics themselves,
that William was telling the truth as he knew it. In essence, it seens

William did not know about his father's dealings with Dunmore, the
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plan he would be held hostage, or his father's reasons for going to
St. Eustatia. If this is accepted, then William's account makes per-
fect sense.

Even William's assertion that Dunmore did not find out about the
remaining funds deposited with Van Dam until after John, Sr. was cap-
tured at Ocracoke is believable. 0f course, Dunmore knew, having heard
it from John, Sr. who had probably received the information via Shed-
don. William, however did not convey this fact in his deposition for
the governor, and consequently, if William was in the dark about the
whole affair, to his knowledge, this would have been the first time
Dunmore had become aware of the fact.”

That William was seized at 2:00 a.m. at one of his father's
plantations, a fair distance from Norfolk, supports the fact that he
had not been made privy to the scheme. First of all, the unnecessary
detail indicates the account, in itself, is true. Furthermore, accord-
ing to Dunmore, John, Sr. was to insure William would be at a certain
place at a certain time to be apprehended. This being the case, if
William was aware of what was transpiring, it must be asked why a more
convenient time and location were not selected? It must also be asked
why William would make up such a yarn when undoubtedly, if he were
aware of the true nature of the situation, the explanation of acting
under duress with the threat of capital punishment, would have suf-
ficed.

This leads to the final argument in support of the fact William
had no knowledge of what was going on. Having just spent a consider-
able amount of effort avoiding capture by Dunmore, why would he sud-
denly and willingly submit to imprisonment and the seemingly very real
possibility of facing execution, even if directed to do so by his fa-
ther? To reiterate, it really does appear William had no idea of the

true nature of what was transpiring between his father and Dunmore.
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Furthermore, the situation exemplifies the fact that the family mem-
bers did not always conspire and act in concert .

While John, Sr. attempted to clear the Outer Banks for St. Eus-
tatia, son-in-law Robert caught up on his business correspondence,
which reflected exactly what he had come to think of the Articles of
Association and where he stood politically. On November, 9, he penned
a missive to his brother, John, in Glasgow, Scotland, patting himself
on the back for what he felt was the important assistance he had ren-
dered Goodrich in the matter with Dunmore and stating he was in good
standing with the rebels. Next, Sheddon clearly indicated his prefer-~
ence for the Crown. Then, citing the profits made on the 50,000 yards
of osnaburgs brought in on William's sloop and the schooner Fanny, he
openly defied the non-importation agreement by advising his brother to
invest as much as possible in a large cargo of "every Necessary Arti-
cle - None of your Luxury"™ and send it out to Virginia where there
were great demands and profits to be made. The intention was that an-~
other business associate in Glasgow, former Virginian Andrew Sym, also
be a partner in the venture. In a second letter to John dated the next
day, Robert again indicated there was a fortune to be made and sug-
gested John Goodrich, Sr. might be brought in on the deal as an inves-
tor. It should be noted that there is no indication the matter had
been discussed with Goodrich. On the contrary, all evidence suggests
that Sheddon's father-in-law had no knowledge of the scheme. He was
only suggested as a possible alternative partner as an afterthought.
Goodrich was not referred to in this regard in the first letter, and
given the fact that at the time both were penned he was attempting to
sail to St. Eustatia, there was no opportunity for Sheddon to have
discussed the matter with him between November 9 and 10. The letter
does, however, indicate Sheddon's awareness of his father-in-law's

past and propensity for smuggling.56
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For a man so involved in smuggling, Sheddon seems to have had
considerable problems when it came to successfully sending incriminat-
ing mail. These letters were intercepted as well. This time it was by
the rebels.”

By late October, the situation in Virginia was intensifying. On
the 27th, the British made a brisk but unsuccessful attack on Hampton
resulting in the loss of the Hawk, tender.”® In November, Virginia
troops began to move against Dunmore, and in an effort to hinder them,
several tenders cruised up the James River with H.M. Sloop King Fisher
to destroy the ferries at Jamestown Island and Burwell's Landing.59
Others sailed to take up station at strategic points to enforce the

blockade, "seising all that pass."6C

As of November 5, a tender at Oc-
racoke had taken two prizes loaded with salt.®

On November 15, Dunmore used the occasion of his victory at
Kemp's Landing as reason to issue a proclamation written on the 7th
and held in readiness for the appropriate moment. This declared mar-
tial law and required all loyal subjects capable of bearing arms to
rally to him. Furthermore, "all indented Servants, Negroes or others,
{(appertaining to Rebels, )" that could and would shoulder a musket
would be freed if they offered their service to the King. With this
proclamation, Dunmore drew his line in the sand forcing the populace
to decide their loyalties.w

By late November, "Tenders were plying up the Rivers, plundering
Plantations and using every Art to seduce the Negroes."63 All indica-
tions are that until the proclamation, and probably for some weeks
thereafter, the tenders in Dunmore's service were commanded and proba-
bly manned with Royal Navy personnel. The reliance on and increased

use of Loyalists to command and man tenders seems to stem from the is-

suing of the proclamation.
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Early December witnessed Dunmore arming additional sloops and
schooners taken into government service for use as tenders.® By late
in the month, at least three with loyalist commanders and crews were
at sea. Robert Stewart was captain of one, an eight or ten gun sloop.65
Affairs did not always go well for these vessels. The rebels captured
the other two while they were foraging and attempting to collect
stranded loyalists.66 Although some of the loyalist vessels serving
Dunmore were occasionally referred to as privateers, there is no indi-
cation the Governor ever exceeded his authority and issued letters of
marque. Furthermore, the loyalist tenders generally did not cruise on
their own as would a privateer. In most instances, they acted in con-
sort with Royal Navy craft, thus placing them under the control of
professional British officers.

During this same time, Dunmore began raising two regiments of
troops, the Queen's Loyal Virginia Regiment from white Tories, and
Lord Dunmore's Ethiopian Regiment from blacks. On December 9, a nasty
and tragic action at Great Bridge resulted in a British defeat, forc-
ing them to fall back on Norfolk. As the rebels advanced on that port,
local loyalists flocked to the Governor for refuge. Thexre, with Brit-
ish and rebels confronting each other, matters were tense, and on
January 1, they came to a head. Caught between the opposing forces,
Norfolk was burned during an engagement in which both sides did their
best to intentionally level certain sections of the town for their own
reasons.

Meanwhile, with regards to the Goodriches, by early December,
individuals in the rebel camp were increasingly aware of the family’s
ill-treatment at the hands of Dunmore and commented on it sympatheti-
cally.67 Others grew suspicious. Questions were asked about the Good-
riches’ contact with the Governor and their conduct concerning the

68

powder seemingly on his behalf. In essence, the family's association
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and activities with the governor, regardless of the reason, were caus-
ing doubts. The reference to John, Sr. in the letter from Sheddon to
his brother must have raised a few eyebrows as well. Consequently, on
December 11, the Virginia Convention appointed a Committee headed by
James Mercer and including Newton, William Aylett, Richard Henry Lee,
Richard Bland, and others, "to enquire into the Conduct of John Good-
rich William Goodrich and John Goodrich junr. relating to the importa-

LR

tion of Gunpowder and other Articles for the use of this Colony.
should be noted there was no reference to Bartlet.

At some point in December, an event transpired that was undoubt-
edly the most disreputable act in a long series. The incident also il-
lustrates the public's awareness of the family's activities. While
William was away, an enraged mob, believing he had sold out the rebel
cause and intended to deliver the powder money to Dunmore, showed up
at the house where his wife was recuperating from giving birth three
days earlier. It was their intent to burn the structure with her in
it, and only the exertions of family friends prevented their doing so.
Still, fearing for her life, these friends, within two weeks, sent her
off by sea to a place of safety.70

On January 4, 1776, a separate, local committee met in Isle of
Wight County to deliberate on John, Sr.'s activities. Primarily this
group was concerned about the fact John, Sr. was able to freely sail a
small schooner on the Nansemond and James Rivers without interference
from Dunmore. Goodrich offered a logical and legitimate explanation.
He used the schooner to report to Dunmore every ten days as per the
agreement of his parole and in fact, he had only made the trip four
times. Seemingly on his own Goodrich also offered that he intended to
ship some corn from his plantation in Isle of Wight to that in Nanse-
mond. Regardless of the legitimacy of this explanation, the committee

felt that if others could not travel as freely, then John Goodrich
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should certainly not be allowed to do so. Furthermore, they declared
he could not ship provisions of any kind without authorization from
the Convention or Committee of Safety. The Isle of Wight Committee
then turned the proceedings over to the Convention's Committee and or-
dered Goodrich to deliver himself and his vessel into the custody of
the commanding officer at Burwell's Ferry near Williamsburg. Given the
degree of public outcry exhibited by the mob in attacking William's
wife and the fact he was being investigated by two committees, John,
Sr. was certainly aware of the fact he and his family were in serious
trouble. Yet, there is no evidence that John, Sr. was anything but
complacent and cooperative about going along with the directives, in-
dicating a belief on his part that he was guiltless of any crime.”?

Problems were beginning for Robert Sheddon as well. On January
5, the Virginia Convention declared his conduct inimical, and as a re-
sult, his sloop, the Agatha, and a part of her cargo of rum which had
been seized were decreed to be forfeit to the colony.72

John Goodrich, Sr., on January 10, performed a rather brazen act
which, under the circumstances, tends to further reflect just how sure
he was of himself and his innocence. He petitioned the Convention to
direct the Committee of Safety to pay him the balance of his account.
This was undoubtedly the amount due for the coarse linens which had
yet to be paid.73

On January 13, the Convention's Committee met and presented its
findings on the Goodriches. Accepting that John, Sr.'s actions were
the result of his drawing "the resentment of Lord Dunmore,"™ his unhin-
dered excursions by water were merely to honor his parole, and the
corn he intended to transport was only a small amount intended for the
use of his family, they

Resolved that the said John Goodrich hath been active in favour of

this Colony and hath suffered considerably on that Account that
nothing in his Conduct appears to be inimical to the common cause,
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but that no Grain or other Article of Pr?vision should be Water-
borne in the neighbourhood of the Enemy.4

As to William's conduct in going back for the powder and remain-
ing funds, the committee accepted that he too had acted under duress.
They also seemingly accepted the word of John, Sr. and John, Jr., de-
spite the fact they had had no contact with William since his recent
return, that he had brought back neither powder or money.75

Out of the frying pan and into the fire, family members were
suddenly confronted with an altogether new charge, the smuggling of
British goods proscribed by the first Article of the Association.
Bartlet, in absentia, and John, Jr. were accused of conspiring to
break the rules and run in the additional goods purchased from the
Guineaman. In St. Eustatia, the textiles had been repacked and con-
cealed in rum puncheons for shipment, and the invoices badly altered
to indicate they had been shipped from that place rather than Liver-
pool and Antigua and were of Dutch rather than Irish manufacture.
Bartlet then shipped the carge in the schooner Fanny to some point on
the Potomac River where it was received by John, Jr. Like his father,
Goodrich, Jr. seems to have fully cooperated with the committee by
freely answering their questions and so honestly admitting that this
had been done as to supply his inquisitors with specifics. He even
produced the invoices which were being used as evidence against him.
In his defense, John, Jr. recounted how Bartlet, in order to get the
gunpowder from the Guineaman which was badly needed by the colony, had
been required to purchase the rest of the cargo as well. This fact was
confirmed by the testimony of Robert Connoway, Master of the Egggx.”

In addition to finding fault with the textiles, the Committee
made a point of noting that Bartlet had sold the powder to William at
a profit. In doing so, they conveyed a strong hint of disapproval of
this action as well. Although it is not stated directly, there is the

: . . . . . 7
impression Bartlet's actions were considered less than patrlotlc.7
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Despite John, Jr.'s explanations and the fact William had been
directed to do whatever was necessary to get the powder, he and
Bartlet were found guilty. The goods in question were to be forfeited
for the use of the colony. Furthermore, in accordance with the punish-
ment prescribed by the Articles of Association, a resolution would be
published in the Gazette requesting that no one have any further busi-
ness dealings with either of the two brothers.”®

At this point, some comments are in order about the historio-
graphical treatment of the Goodrich family in general. Because of the
family's reputation for involvement in smuggling and the fact members
did actually smuggle in the small amount of British textiles, histori-
ans have conveyed the impression they were all basically bad people

who were dishonest about everything else they did.’®

It has been diffi-~
cult for historians to conceive that family members, because of their
participation in an activity generally winked at could still be honor-
able men in other respects. They were businessmen, and in the world of
18th century business, involving a relatively small and closely asso-
ciated community of men, a merchant's word and honesty were of great
importance and a key to the level of success the Goodriches had obvi-
ously attained.’ As in any community, there were rules of conduct, and
if you did not play by them, you did not play at all. This is not to
say John, Sr. was all pure and lily white. As shown in his dealings
with Dunmore, he was more than capable of dissembling. Dunmore, how-
ever, was the enemy at the time, and so, such conduct can be deemed
acceptable under the circumstances. Furthermore, although clearly
tightly knit, the family is treated as a single entity in which mem-
bers constantly acted together conspiratorially and in complete har-
mony as a group. In essence, historians maintain they conspired and

lied about everything, and this view has seriously biased interpreta-

tions of their conduct and testimony.81 In reality, the individual ac-
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counts of each are quite candid. There is no reason to doubt them. In
further defense, given the various voyages undertaken and the number
of times and places different family members were in the custody of
one faction or the other, contact between them was relatively brief
and sporadic. What contact there was took place during a series of
events ever increasing in complexity and often rapidly developing.
There was little opportunity for family members to meet to fabricate
and coordinate their stories. Yet, the detailed testimony of any given
family member, recounting their personal involvement in a specific in-
cident and forming only a part of the puzzle, meshes with and corrobo-
rates that of another.

Regarding the testimony offered at the inquiry, John, Jr.'s ex-
planation for why the textiles were purchased in the first place is
considered merely a fabrication to excuse a blatant smuggling effort

and get out of trouble.®?

In fact, the story makes perfect sense and
there is no reason to doubt it. Such a transaction does not seem at
all atypical for the 18th century. The Guineaman was from Liverpool
and as such, was undoubtedly preparing for the last leqg of a long tri-
angular voyage. For the sake of cost efficiency, her captain would
have wanted to get rid of all of his cargo as fast as possible. He
certainly would not have wanted to incur additional expenses while
waiting around hoping to find a buyer for the relatively piddling re-
mainder of his cargo valued at only £297.17.10.

Furthermore, when there were obviously very large, valuable car-
goes of legitimate textiles to be had, it must be asked why anyone
would purposely risk getting into trouble for such a comparatively mi-
nor additional quantity? As mentioned earlier, the osnaburgs brought

in legally and already sold by William and Bartlet were valued at be~

tween £3,125 and £3,750.
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Historians have asked if the story about purchasing the textiles
were true, then why were family members simply not open and honest
about it from the beginning? If they had been candid about the trans-
action, given the circumstances, it seems doubtful the Virginia gov-
ernment would have found fault with them. The family's failure to do
this is held against them as illustrative of their devious motives and
lack of honesty.83 While this jidea entails some valid reasoning in the
proverbial perfect world, in the real one it reflects a certain level
of naiveté. Still, the question needs to be addressed. Why did the
family not tell the convention and instead conceal and smuggle the
textiles? Clearly aware the textiles were a problem, they could not
count on the Virginia rebels being so understanding. The family might
still get into trouble and lose the cargo as well through confisca-
tion. The cargo, however small, still represented an investment
Bartlet would not wish to risk losing. All indications are that under
the circumstances, right or wrong, Bartlet simply either did not think
the textiles were of any consequence or did not care. Furthermore,
William had been told to do whatever was necessary to get the gunpow-
der. Though, in retrospect, clearly an error in judgment, it seems
plausible that for Bartlett, as a smuggler, the easiest, most trouble
free, and safest way to handle the textiles was to bring them in clan-
destinely with no one the wiser.

More importantly, if both John, Sr. and John, Jr. were lying
about these facts, why did they not lie about everything else? On the
contrary, both were extremely cooperative, honest and forthright about
everything else to the point of offering testimony and evidence that
was incriminating. In light of this there is no reason to believe they
fabricated a self-serving yarn about the nature of the transaction
with the Liverpool vessel. In turn, if father and son actually had

cause for concern about their guilt and were intent on worming their
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way out of a tight spot, it would have been easy to deny everything,
keep their own council, and conveniently lose or misplace the incrimi-
nating invoices. This did not happen.

As to the smuggling act itself, as mentioned earlier, some his-
torians believe the illicit textiles came in on the Fanny in mid-
October. There is no evidence to support this, and in fact, it could
not have been the case. John, Jr. received the cargo himself somewhere
on the Potomac River. At the time in question, however, he was in
Dunmore's custody. In conjunction, it seems highly unlikely that as an
experienced smuggler, Bartlet would have shipped such a cargo without
first communicating with his brother about its impending arrival, giv-
ing him time to make preparations to receive it. Yes, William had al-
ready returned prior to the arrival of the Fanny and might have given
word she was coming in. The Fanny, however, had actually sailed days
before William got back, and taking into account the uncertainties of
wind and weather, Bartlet, an experienced mariner, certainly could not
have counted on his brother getting back in time to make necessary ar-
rangements. Such a scenario would have been entirely too haphazard,
leaving too much to chance. All indications are the textiles in ques-
tion came in at a later date.

Of note is the fact that, although both brothers were held
equally responsible, given the nature of the deal with the Guineaman,
the decisions regarding the transaction and intended smuggling were
Bartlet's alone. The act was certainly not premeditated, and he could
not have conspired about the purchase either before or during the
event with John, Jr., because he was in Virginia. Although undoubtedly
later informed about the textiles' purchase and plans to smuggle them,
Johnie's involvement was really only as an accessory after the fact.
What was he to do but help his brother who had already committed him-

self to this course of action?
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Also of significance is the fact that it is apparent the matter
of the textiles had only just come to light. There was no reference to
their being a topic of inquiry for the two committees at an earlier
date. Yet, suddenly they were an issue with which, to use a modern
term, the family was "blind-sided." Adding weight to this argument is
the fact Bartlet was suddenly named as a co-conspirator. Roughly only
two weeks before, probably on December 27, Bartlet and his sloop, the
Dorothy, in ballast, were seized by a rebel vessel actively employed
in stopping vessels suspected of breaking the Articles of Association.
Although the Dorothy was detained, it seems Bartlet was released.
There is no record of his being held, and the fact he was not present
for the inquiry supports he was not. If a charge of smuggling had al-
ready been leveled at Bartlet at the time he was stopped, something
one would think officials, especially the captain of a vessel appre-
hending potential smugglers, would be aware of, it is difficult to
imagine Bartlet not being placed in custody and sent to Williamsburg.
He was not. Consequently, the matter of the textiles could only have
come to light during the early part of January after the Dorothy was
seized.™

Not only was the charge recent, certain aspects of it were sus-
picious. It must be asked how individuals with a reputation for being
experienced smugglers could get caught with and examined for such an
inconsequential cargo? Bartlet had certainly taken pains to run it in
clandestinely, and it was run in successfully. They were not caught in
the act. Perhaps the reference to John, Sr. in the Sheddon letter had
caused suspicions. Even so, clearly someocne {(a "Malicious Enemy"?) had
to have been looking very hard for evidence against the family to have
found out about this past clandestine incident. Then, in conjunction,
someone (another "Malicious Enemy™?) had to have informed on them. Fi-~

nally, it needs to be asked why, considering the family's efforts on
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the part of the rebels, involving considerable trouble and risk, and
their ultimate honest explanation about what had transpired, such a
major issue was made out of what was really a relatively inconsequen-
tial affair and such a harsh penalty imposed? With the posting of the
resolves in the press, John, Jr.'s and Bartlet's business careers were
effectively over. They became persona non grata in the rebel merchant
community. They were ruined. The situation is even more curious in
light of William having been directed to do whatever was required for
the successful completion of the voyage. In a worst case scenario,
someone really was intent on John Goodrich's "destruction.” William
certainly believed someone had let the cat out of the bag to Dunmore.
At best, the Virginia rebels come off loocking very naive. They had
hired smugglers to smuggle, then became upset when they smuggled.

The very nature of the proceedings is rather suspicious as well.
In December, the Virginians had established an Admiralty Court, one of
the purposes of which was to deal with smugglers. Yet, the Goodrich
brothers were not accorded the benefit of a trial under this institu-
tion's authority. They were merely pronounced guilty by the investi-
gating committee.®

A final note on this part of the story concerns the Virginians
taking a dim view of Bartlet's having made a profit off the powder he
sold to William. Perhaps, to again use modern parlance, it was time
for a "reality check” with the rebels. Bartlet was not the person des-
ignated to fulfill the contract, but he went to considerable time, ef-
fort, and personal expense to acquire additional amounts of the needed
commodity. Consequently, it is somewhat hard to find fault with him, a
merchant, making at least some money out of the deal.

While these events were transpiring for family members in Vir-
ginia, William was having an interesting time in St. Eustatia where he

had been sent to claim the powder and unspent money and had arrived by
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December 6. He later asserted he had no intention of returning with
either for Dunmore. In fact, a large part of the funds were not even
available to collect. Van Dam had sent bills valued at £2,000 sterling
to France to buy additional powder. As for the remainder, £3,762.11.0
in West Indian currency (roughly £2,150 sterling), William, with Van
Dam's assistance, came up with a scheme to appease the Governor. He
would return just enough of the bills, two with a total value of £400,
to keep the Governor happy. Approximately £1,750 sterling would remain
with Van Dam. In support, Van Dam offered a ledger and note explaining
the balance of William's account and assuring the rest of the money
would be handed over when it was known the bills had cleared without
protest. Then displaying his business savvy, William made arrangements
that only he or his brother, Bridger, could receive the remaining
money from Van Dam in the future., This stipulation put William in the
position of controlling the situation relative to both the rebels and
the British. Of note, William later stated there was, in fact, powder
ready to be picked up when he arrived in St. Eustatia. This, he simply
left, and Van Dam later sold it to a vessel from New York.®®

Somewhere between January 4 and 9, 1776, William returned to
Virginia where, failing to mention the existence of the powder, he
handed the two bills and Van Dam's account over to Dunmore, explaining
that the remaining bills had been sold. Upon receipt, the governor
seemed satisfied with the state of affairs and released William. There
is no evidence William purchased any arms or additional powder as per
his instructions.?

By offering bills of exchange, William bought time and lulled
Dunmore by hoodwinking him, at least to a certain degree. Bills of ex-
change were the 18th century version of checks, not ready cash. Al-
though Dunmore seemed to think those William brought back could be re-

deemed for the British, their negotiability remains questionable. If



152

not negotiable, the bills were worthless. Even if they were, the bills
were of no immediate value to Germain. Issued by an illegal and as yet
unrecognized government and drawn on the London firm of John Norton &
Sons, it seems unlikely Dunmore could find a buyer among his followers
(or anyone else in the colonies) willing to take the risk of purchas-
ing such dubious paper with such a suspicious history. As an alterna-
tive, all he could do was send them to England, which is what he did.
This course of action would take time and undoubtedly still be prob-
lematic. Norton and Sons had strong Virginia ties, supported the re-
bels, and were aware of the circumstances for which the bills had
originally been circulated.®® as such, they certainly would have ques-
tioned their appearance in the hands of British officials and, at
least, argqued against payment. In any case, the rebels had not as yet
actually lost any money due to William's actions. At worst, the imme-
diate funds designated for munitions was reduced with the £400 in a
state of limbo. In light of William's plan to pull the wool over
Dunmore's eyes, it seems probable he originally intended to inform the
Convention of his actions. In turn, even if Norton and Sons were
obliged to make payment, regardless of the bearer, the Virginians
could still contact them with orders to refuse payment to anyone at-
tempting to cash the bills. By one account, upon being set free, Wil-
liam promptly set out for Williamsburg, perhaps partially for this
reason, perhaps because he had heard of his family's situation there.
Whatever the reason, upon finding out about William's destination,
Dunmore had him detained and again confined on ship.69 William, him-
self, stated Dunmore released him on parole to visit his family with
whom he spent three days before returning to the Governor as a pris-
oner.”

It seems highly unlikely that William was lying about his inten-

tions and the nature of what transpired when he met with Van Dam, pri-
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marily because of Van Dam's actions in response to the situation. Keep
in mind that Van Dam was not a Goodrich associate. He was recommended
to William by the Virginia Government. In other words, he was on the
side of the Virginians not the Goodriches. Given that Billie arrived
under guard on a British warship, if he really intended to reclaim the
powder and funds for the British, one would think Van Dam would have
detected something was amiss and withheld everything. Furthermore, it
would be expected he would be suspicious enough to contact the Vir-
ginians to assess what was going on and inform them of the situation.
He did none of this. On the contrary, he went along with William,
handing over the two bills and penning an explanation for the others.
Clearly Van Dam did not feel anything was wrong. His actions indicate
he was aware of William's predicament, convinced of his true inten-
tions, and willing to play along. This goes far to support that Wil-
liam was telling the truth about what transpired in St. Eustatia and
why. He was only going through the motions of acting on Dunmore's be-
half.

At this point, John, Sr.'s statement to the committee that Wil-
liam returned neither powder or money can be addressed. The testimony
is also held up as evidence of the family's dishonesty given that Wil-~

liam actually came back with two bills of exchange.91

In fact, John,
Sr.'s comment, when juxtaposed with William's account of events, was
truthful as far as he knew it to be. Recall that William said he in-
itially did not intend to return with either item, indicating a pre-
meditated plan of action. John, Sr. was very much a part of formulat-
ing the plan for William to go to St. Eustatia. As such, it seems
likely the two conspired beforehand merely to go through the motions
of getting the goods and money without actually doing so. Believing

this was what William intended and what would occur, John, Sr. felt

confident saying his recently returned son had brought neither item
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back. Furthermore, John, Sr.'s testimony was undoubtedly taken down
under examination prior to January 13, possibly before William's re-
turn, and even as of that date, he seems to have had no contact with
his son to learn otherwise. Even if he had heard from William, John,
Sr. was not lying. William brought back bills of exchange rather than
cash.

As stated earlier, the Goodrich family has been viewed as a sin-
gle group that constantly acted together in complete agreement. What
one did, all supported and did as well. In fact, of the five male fam-
ily members under consideration, all were adults who led their own
lives and were responsible for their own actions. They must be viewed
as separate individuals, each making his own decisions for his own
personal reasons in his own time. Accepting this, the question must be
asked when the various family members jumped off the fence rail into
the loyalist camp.

Historians maintain that all family members, if not already com-
mitted to the loyalist cause, were well on the road to becoming so by
December, 1775.% Certainly, John, Sr.'s post-war memorial to the Loy-
alist Claim's Commission states he was in Dunmore's service at that
time.” Technically, in a qualified sense, he was, but for the same
reason he failed to mention his involvement with the rebels and the
gunpowder, he obviously would not mention the fact he was not a will-
ing associate. In any case, as will be shown, the December date is far
too early for most of the family members. Each departed from the revo-
lutionaries at different times in succession, seemingly when each had
had enough of accumulating rebel provocation. The Goodriches were
caught in the middle of a spiraling sequence of events beyond their
control. Because of their activities for the rebels, they were in a
position to be intimidated into association with the loyalists. This

contact, in turn, led to increasing doubts and persecution on the part
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of the revolutionaries progressively forcing them away. In reality, it
can be said rather than leave the rebel camp, the Goodriches were al-
ienated and driven from it into the waiting embrace of Dunmore. The
governor, becoming aware of their potential usefulness to the royal
cause, would court their favor and welcome them when they had no place
else to go. As of December, however, the only rebel affronts to the
Goodriches were the assault on William's wife and the establishment of
the committee of inquiry. While serious, most family members seem to
have accepted these incidents and taken them in stride. In January,
the accusation and conviction for smuggling in conjunction with the
apparent doubts about the family's patriotism, because of their con-
tact with Dunmore, constituted additional provocations. Yet, most of
the family still professed loyalty to the rebels and acted accord-
ingly. Bartlet was the exception.

Bartlet's activities between mid-October and late December are
somewhat of a mystery and a bit problematic. All indications, however,
are that he stayed in St. Eustatia in October, and remained in the
West Indies (if not specifically at the Dutch island) throughout the
fall and early winter. There is no report of his having returned to
Virginia during this time. Sheddon's cryptic note of October 15, while
indicating that Bartlet's enigmatic letters were expected, offer no
hint that Bartlet, himself, would be arriving. Another source states
that on October 16, Dunmore intercepted correspondence from Bartlet in
St. Eustatia which he had sent on yet another vessel.,™ If it is ac-
cepted the illicit textiles were shipped at a later date, given they
were sent by Bartlet and allowing the Fanny time to make a return voy-
age, this activity would indicate he was at St. Eustatia at least un-
til early November, if not later in the month. He was also at that
same island during the first week of December at the end of which he

returned to Virginia.95
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As of December 22, it is evident he had not only returned home,
but was acting for Dunmore as well. The Governor contracted with
Bartlet to hire the Fanny for government service into which she en-
tered on that date. Furthermore, Bartlet went so far as to fit her out
at his own expense. His commitment to the royal cause at that time is
interesting because it predates not only the inquiries, but also his
seizure and release by the rebels. Clearly, the Virginians were not
yet aware of his actions, and it is possible family members were not
as well.®®

The facts recorded by the rebels about Bartlet's detainment,
probably on December 27, pose a problem, however, about his location
in that at first glance, they would appear to contradict his being in
Virginia on the 22nd. One document states he was twenty days out from
St. BEustatia when stopped. Another reiterates Bartlet had cleared from
the Dutch island and adds his destination as Nansemond. Yet a third,
of a later date, is interesting, because it says the voyage was from
Antigua to Norfolk. Ignoring the third document for the moment, the
first two, when read in association, tend to imply Bartlet was taken
immediately upon his return following a twenty day voyage. Of course,
this raises the question of how he could be at sea and dealing with
Dunmore at the same time. The answer is really quite simple. Bartlet
had actually been in Virginia at least a week prior to detainment.®’

In support, the weight of evidence is with the documents per-
taining to the hiring of the Fanny. These include not only the testi-
mony of Bartlet and Dunmore, but the surveyors’ report as well, all
agreeing the schooner was taken into service on December 22. As
Bartlet's presence was required to make the agreement as well as fit
her out, there can be no doubt about his actually being there.”

How then can the rebel documents be accounted for? The facts

they offer, while rife for misinterpretation, are essentially true and
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even offer a few hints. While there is no doubt Bartlet left St. Eus-
tatia twenty days earlier, that the actual voyage took twenty days,
although possible considering the uncertainties of wind and weather,
ié suspect. Other vessels seem to have regularly made the passage in

less than two weeks; some, such as William's sloop, in much less.”

In
essence, Bartlet could have easily returned earlier, before the 22nd.
In light of other known facts, the twenty days must be interpreted to
indicate only when he left the islands, not where he was or what he
did in the interim. In conjunction, as will be seen, the discrepancies
between destinations can actually be used to explain what occurred.

There is also the intriguing fact that the Dorothy was in bal-
last. For a merchantman to make a passage without a cargo was cer-
tainly not at all uncommon, but given the situation and the individual
in question, it is curious. Why would an experienced merchant in a po-
sition to procure a cargo for a destination known to be an excellent
market make the run in ballast? In fact, after all the time spent in
the islands, why did Bartlet choose that point to go home? The answer
is that Billie had just arrived with information from home . %

Now, Bartlet's activities in December can be tentatively pieced
together. It seems unlikely he had not heard something about what was
going on with the family. The Fanny's master may have been able to
convey a partial account outlining the basics. Yet, it is doubtful
Connoway was privy to any of the finer points of the behind the scenes
negotiations, and during the time frame in question, there would have
been much that transpired after his departure for the island that he
could not have known. Consequently, while aware the family was having
problems, there was much Bartlet must have been in the dark about.
William would have offered his brother the first detailed, first-hand

account bringing him up to date on just how serious matters at home

had become. Hearing this, Bartlet made a hasty departure for Virginia
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which accounts for his sailing in ballast. His destination, quite
logically, was Nansemond, not a place of business, but one of the fam-
ily seats. In light of the fact Norfolk was under the control of
Dunmore, then considered an enemy, there is no reason to believe that
port was his destination at that time. In any case, it is likely
Bartlet made Nansemond by the 19th or 20th, only to find that since
William had left, affairs had taken on a whole new and even more seri-
ous complexion. The rebels, having called for an inquiry and attempted
to assault William's wife, were showing themselves to be as great an
enemy as the Governor. Obviously, in Bartlet's mind, they were even
more so, because these two rebel actions seem to have been enough
provocation to make him decide to throw in with Dunmore, which he did
within a day or two. Having made the pact, Bartlett was in the logical
process of bringing the Dorothy around to Norfolk to join the Governor
when she was detained, thus accounting for the discrepancies in desti-~
nations.

The reference to Bartlet's departure from Antigua is really of
no consequence. It can easily be explained by the fact it was undoubt-
edly Bartlet’'s last port of call prior to St. Eustatia. It was proba-
bly noted, because it was a British port and therefore suspicious.

Three days after the inquiry in which John, Sr. and sons were
exonerated of any inimical conduct against Virginia with regards to
their trading efforts to obtain necessary items for the colony, the
committee reported its resolution to the Convention concerning the fa-
ther's petition for payment. After acknowledging that family members
had satisfactorily carried out the contract for the coarse linens and
admitting they were due payment of £1,098, the committee offered yet
another affront when it announced its intention to retain the money
until all the powder funds were accounted for. In essence, after hav-

ing just declared the family innocent, the committee conveyed it still
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had serious doubts and was distrustful of them. Interestingly enough,
at the same time, indicating they were still in the dark about
Bartlet's status, they did agree to return the Qg;gggy.ml

Not to be put off easily, John, Sr. immediately entered two more
petitions on the same day. The first concerned the status of son-in-
law Robert Sheddon, daughter Agatha, and their two children who were
aboard a vessel in the harbor at Norfolk. After acknowledging he knew
the Convention viewed Sheddon as inimical because of his attempted
smuggling, Goodrich pointed out that Robert had been of some service
in procuring the powder. He hoped the Convention would thus view him
in a more favorable light and allow him and his family to return
ashore "and reside under the protection of this Colony."™ This was
hardly the request of a man who had turned traitor.'®

Goodrich then repetitioned for payment. This request is notewor-
thy for its sense of restraint, humility, and complacency, given that
he could not have been at all happy about the rejection of the first.
After quite justly pointing out the family "had exposed themselves to
great dangers and had suffered many hardships and inconveniences and
had incurred considerable expense in their endeavours to serve this
Colony", he prayed the "Convention would take the same into Considera-
tion and make such reasonable Compensation as shall be thought
just. n103
In light of the nature of this second request, a refusal to com-
ply in any way on the part of the committee could only be viewed nega-
tively. John, Sr. had just cunningly put them in a position in which
they were required to play their hand one way or the other, letting
him know exactly where he stood. While the Convention responded fa-

vorably to the petition concerning Sheddon's wife and children, the

second request fell on deaf ears.'™
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By February, compounding events, including the attempted assault
on William's wife, conveyed to John, Sr. that the family was in such
serious trouble with the rebels, that the safety of his own wife and
youngest children was cause for concern. At some point prior to the
15th of that month Margaret Goodrich received a pass from the Commit-
tee of Safety for herself and the three youngest offspring to leave

> Dpescribed as

the colony. Also allowed to accompany her was Bridger.10
"about 5 Feet 10 Inches high, stoop shouldered, a genteel well looking
young Man, about 24 Years of Rge, [sic] of a daring bold Countenance,

nl0€ +nis is the second

light coloured Hair, his Face a little freckled,
glance at this youngest of the adult brothers. Although he had been
authorized by William to collect the powder money, there is no evi-
dence Bridger was actively involved in any of the family's dealings to
this time. That he was allowed to leave supports this. He would, how-
ever, become a major player in the family's fortunes. As of the 15th,
however, it is evident these individuals had yet to depart, because on
that day the Committee added that such slaves as were usually employed
as domestics could also leave with Margaret.107

Also by February, the Governor's tenders were exceedingly ac-
tive. By one account, they brought in prizes daily. One was a brig and
a number of others were New England vessels sent for grain and

108
flour.

On February 3, six tenders went raiding with three pushing up
the Nansemond; their boats making it as far upstream as Goodrich's
plantation. During this foray a storehouse with corn was burned. A re-
bel perspective contended the raid was partly undertaken with the con-
currence” of Goodrich and sons, to bring off two vessels loaded with
provisions by locals. To what degree if any the Goodriches were in-
volved is impossible to say. If, in fact, a family member was party to
this at this time, it was undoubtedly Bartlet. The others had yet to

cast their lot with Dunmore. This, however, was about to change.109
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On February 26, Andrew Snape Hamond ordered Captain Matthew
Squire, H.M. Sloop Otter to proceed to Baltimore to seize or destroy
two rebel armed vessels laden with flour. Failing this, the Otter was
to cut out any vessel in the harbor loading provisions or being armed,
and if she met with resistance, she was to fire on and destroy the
town. General orders were to seize and detain all rebel ships and
ships trading with the rebels. Accompanying the Otter were two sloop-
tenders, the Edward and the Samuel. The Samuel, was commanded by one
of the Goodrich brothers. There is nothing to firmly indicate which,
but the weight of circumstantial evidence indicates it was Bridger.
Also along as "superintending Pilot"™ on the Otter was John, Sr. In ad-
dition to his navigational responsibilities, his role in the endeavor
was to assist Squire in obtaining livestock for the British.'?

That Bridger was the brother in question is supported by a num-
ber of factors. To begin with, he is known to have been active with
Dunmore at this time.''! Also, historians traditionally link him with
this event.''? Finally by process of elimination, after accounting for
the whereabouts and activities of the other brothers, only Bridger is
left. There is no evidence John, Jr. ever commanded a vessel for the

13 Phis leaves

Governor. Bartlet was in the West Indies at this time.'
only William, and as will be seen, all evidence supports he had yet to
join Dunmore.

The only evidence suggesting Bridger did not accompany the raid
is highly suspect. A document listing prizes condemned and sold under
Dunmore's authorization includes a vessel reported to have been taken
by Bridger on March 17, which does not match any of those taken by the
Otter and her tenders. Of course, this would indicate Bridger was
elsewhere at the time. The date, however is extremely unreliable. Cer-

tain aspects of this document, which shows signs of having been drawn

up long after the events it records, are rather haphazard, especially
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the dates of capture. For twenty~two prizes listed, dates of capture
are given for only three, including Bridger's. The two remaining are
wrong. Consequently, this document can not be relied upon for proof of
Bridger's whereabouts, and unless new sources come to light to the
contrary, it must be accepted he commanded the Samuel in late February
and March.'*

At this point in time, there can be no argument that Bridger,
despite his complete lack of previous involvement, certainly had even
more reason to join Dunmore than Bartlet. Someone in the rebel camp
had sold out his father and brothers to the Governor about the gunpow-
der. His family's patriotism and conduct had been questioned to such a
degree that two formal inquiries had been held to investigate them,
and two brothers had been publicly censored. Then, adding insult to
injury, the Convention withheld payment of a considerable amount of
money owed the family. Worst of all, an attempt had been made on the
lives of a brother's wife and infant child. All things considered, for
Bridger, it seems enough was enough.

What of John, Sr.'s reasons for acting with Dunmore at this
time? Historians maintain that as a merchant and smuggler, he was un-
scrupulous and profit minded to the point that he was motivated in his
decision by simple unmitigated greed, and the governor supposedly made

him an offer too profitable to refuse.'’

There is absolutely nothing
to support such an opinion. On the contrary, Dunmore, himself, later
asserted that the Goodrich "Services were performed free of Fee or re-
ward, and upon every occasion, the Family demonstrated self disinter-
ested Conduct."'!'® The worst that can be said is that in his early
dealings with the governor, John, Sr.'s actions were governed to a de-
gree by the threat of considerable property loss to the British if he

17

did not comply with their demands.''’ In light of the prevailing his-

torical viewpoint, it must be asked just what financial rewards John,
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Sr. hoped to glean by changing sides? By joining Dunmore he gave up
control of a considerable part of his wealth to the rebels and risked
losing that which remained. At a time when the family was realizing
significant profits dealing with the revolutionaries, as the value of
the osnaburgs attest, all the Governor could offer was the possibility
of taking a few prizes and the rather tenuous backing of a government
that might look favorably on them for their conduct and see fit to

protect their vessels.™®

Given a choice based on potential profits,
Dunmore could offer John, Sr. nothing he could take to the bank. There
was nothing to gain and even more to lose. In fact, after John, Sr.
began acting with the Royal forces, the family still lost at least one
vessel and cargo, valued at £697, to the British under the Prohibitory
Act.'’® Also, the Fanny was lost to the rebels while in government
service.'® Only with extreme hindsight can it be said the family
gained anything by joining the British. In the case of John Sr., as
will be seen, he personally gained very little if anything.

In reality, there can be little doubt John, Sr. was motivated by
the same provocations as Bridger. He was certainly more directly af-
fected by them. Yet, despite his services to the governor, his actions
then and later indicate his participation was less than whole-hearted
and he maintained serious reservations. Despite all that had befallen
him, he was not, as yet, a devout loyalist.

In addition to John, Sr., two other pilots accompanied the Otter

and her consorts up the Bay.121

When this small squadron arrived off
the mouth of the Patapsco River leading to Baltimore, a very interest-
ing situation developed involving two of these men, one of whom was
undoubtedly Goodrich. Unfortunately, although John, Sr. served on the
Otter, it is impossible to identify which of the two pilots concerned

was which. Then again, it does not really matter. As the Otter ap-

proached the entrance to the river on March 8, she ran aground. After
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congiderable effort, she was gotten off five and a half hours later.'?
During this same time, the two tenders, the Samuel and the Edward,
went into the mouth of the river to take a rebel merchantman, the ship

Molly, Captain Laurence, also aground.123

The following day, the Samuel
and the Edward were still trying to secure the Molly when the Maryland
State Navy ship Defence and a small ad hoc flotilla of local vessels

approached, driving away the tenders and forcing them to abandon their

24

prize.l While this was transpiring, the Otter was making every effort

to get under way and come up in support, but was unable to do so when

n125 1¢ this

it was "found from the Pilot's ignorance it was impossible.
pilot was Goodrich his conduct can only be viewed as very suspicious
for a man reputed to know every creek and inlet of the Bay. It can
only be interpreted that he was being uncooperative and feigning igno-
rance in an effort to hinder the mission.

With the return of the two tenders, the first pilot was replaced
with a second.'®® Given John, Sr.'s reputation and position as chief
pilot, if he was not the first pilot then he was certainly the second.
There can be no doubt that a frustrated Captain Squire would have se-
lected his best man to take over. Yet, interestingly enough, the sec-
ond pilot did no better than the first. Conveying an apparent reluc-
tance to proceed, he argued Baltimore could not be approached for a
number of reasons. The river was chained, shore batteries with heavy
guns existed, and the trees marked for navigational aids had been cut

27

down.' Interestingly, although the rebels were frantically in the

process of gathering vessels to sink if need be and block the harbor,

none had been sunk as yet, and there does not seem to have been any

128

actual chains. As to the shore defenses, Squire's orders stated that

if a battery that could not be overpowered was in place at the mouth

129

of the river, he was to abort the mission. All that existed, how-

ever, was a hastily erected breastwork mounting "several" guns at




165

Fells Point, upriver near the town itself.

Allowing the second pilot
the benefit of the doubt regarding these two potential deterrents, he
may have believed and been acting on false information supplied to him
by someone on the Molly. The third argument, however, is more diffi-
cult to accept. Again, calling into account John, Sr.'s reputation, is
it to be believed that as a highly experienced pilot, undoubtedly se-
lected because of his qualifications for the mission, he would have
absolutely needed the navigational markers to negotiate his way up the
river? The rebel vessels do not seem to have had too much trouble com-
ing down without them. Regardless of the validity of the arguments,
the very fact they were cited as insurmountable obstacles reflects an
individual not overly intent on seeing the objective carried out. If
the second pilot rather then the first was in fact John, Sr., we are
still confronted with a man whose actions could only serve to hinder
the operation. Squire certainly did not have a pilot he could rely on
when he needed one, and the intelligence given him seems to have been

. . : PR : : 1
a major factor in his decision to abort the mission.®

His superior,
Captain Hamond was definitely of the belief the mission failed due to
a lack of competent pilots.132

Although the situation at Baltimore proved too much for the Ot-
ter and her consorts, forcing them to withdraw back down the bay, they
nevertheless managed to take seven prizes and burn another during the

133

cruise. Four or five more, including the Molly, had been seized at

134

the mouth of the Patapsco, but were recaptured by the Defence. of

those retained, a schooner and two sloops, were specifically taken by
Bridger in the Samuel.'®

The Baltimore voyage is noteworthy because two accounts offer
insight into Bridger's character, showing him a committed, determined,

angry, volatile, and even vengeful young man. He was someone to take

notice of and be concerned about. Rebel Captain Thomas Wirt, while a
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prisoner of the British, heard him say, "that if they did not get
fresh provisions the next time they came up here they would knock down

all the Houses along Shore."*

In actuality in this particular in-
stance, although this sounds like a rather nasty threat, Goodrich was
really only reiterating Squire's orders from Hamond.'” Nevertheless,
the statement does reflect a resolute individual.

The second account, from the rebel press, is significant not
only for the image offered of Bridger, but for conveying just what the
rebels thought of him. In fact, the image presented is absolutely
priceless. While the basic facts concerning Goodrich's conduct are
probably true, the rebel diatribe is so over-blown and filled with
anti-Goodrich sentiment that upon reading it, it is difficult to sup-

press a good chuckle. Recounting captures by Squire's vessels, the

Marvland Gazette stated:

among many others they took two poor industrious French Neutrals,
so called, as they were crossing the bay in a small boat, and
robbed them of their all, being the hard earnings of ten years
honest industry - The infamous Goodrich, the younger, commanded
one of the tenders, and his father was in the Otter as Pilot -
The violence and barbarity of the former towards the prisoners
will hand down his detested name to posterity loaded with the
curses of his ravaged and oppressed country - The other officers
in general treated these and other prisoners not only with human-
ity but politeness; but this native barbarian, the reproach of his
country, and basest of all Paracides, added brutal insult to his
robberies - he tore from these poor people every thing that they
had on board, even down to an old razor and a peck of meal, and
picked their pockets of 97 1. the fruits of many years sweat and
labour[.]1

Bridger was a very busy young man during late February and
March. He used the brief periods when not acting with the Royal Navy
to cruise independently. As of March 26, he had four additional prizes
to his credit.”

Upon returning from Baltimore, John, Sr. attended prize auc-

tions. Whatever his political stance at this point, he was still a
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merchant mariner with an eye for a good ship to be had at a bargain.
On March 27, he purchased the schooner Betty, one of Bridger's
prizes.140

In February and March, while Bridger was busy taking prizes and
upsetting the rebel denizens of the Bay, Bartlet was involved in other
activities for the Crown. On February 13, he contracted to hire the
sloop Lord Howe to Dunmore for Government service.'*’ At some point, he
also received a commission in the Queen's Loyal American Regiment.142

By early March, he was back in St. Eustatia on the Governor's
behalf attempting to retrieve the rest of the powder funds. Bartlet,
however, was not alone. Rebel agent Abram Van Bibber was also there,
in part for the same purpose. Van Bibber met with frustration, because
he was not authorized to receive the funds as per William's instruc-
tions to Van Dam. Bartlet's intentions were thwarted as well for this
same reason and by a new complication. Van Dam was dead. The money was
tied up with only Van Dam's widow having any control of it whatsoever,
and she was not about to hand it ¢6ver. According to Van Bibber,
Bartlet "came out a great Tory" attempting to claim the money on the
grounds he had a right to it, because the Virginians had withheld pay-
ment for the coarse linens.'*?

With the failure of this approach, as per Dunmore's instructions
should a problem arise, Bartlet went to Antigua to procure a letter
from Vice~Admiral James Young directing the Governor of St. Eustatia
to have the money handed over.™*! "[B]ut having no Credentials whatever
and giving rather a lame Account of himself" Bartlet did not impress
Young, who believed him an "Imposter™ and did not supply the letter.'®®
Because Bartlet failed at this, it was assumed his claim was invalid,
and Van Bibber resumed his efforts. Using all of his "Interest and

art", "Bowing & scraping” and placing himself "under many obligations
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to many” he managed to repossess a large part of the money. For the
rest, he received pledges of its payment in time.*

That Bartlet went for the money rather then William or Bridger
is clear indication neither had joined Dunmore by the time Bartlet
sailed which was probably just after hiring out the Lord Howe. If they
had, there can be little doubt one of them would have gone instead
given they were the only ones authorized to pick it up. This tells us
something else. In light of Bartlet's troubles, either William refused
to authorize Bartlet as a recipient, or had not even bothered to tell
his brother about this stipulation with Van Dam. It would seem he cer-
tainly had not told Dunmore. According to Young, Bartlet had no ac-
ceptable credentials which one would think William would have given
his brother if he were privy to and supportive of the undertaking.
Again, it would appear the family did not always act together.

As of March 30, William finally threw his hat into the loyalist

: 147
ring.

Until this point, the worst that could be said about William's
involvement with Dunmore is that he was the actual owner of the sloop
Samuel commanded by Bridger on the Baltimore expedition. Whether the
sloop was used for government purposes with William's blessing, or
Bridger acted on his own in using his brother's vessel without asking,
is unknown. Even if William willingly allowed the use of his sloop, it
was a relatively passive act. The latter alternative is, however, a
distinct possibility in that Bridger had, in fact, been master of the
Samuel since at least 1774. Bridger was Dunmore's man, and he and the
Governor had the Samuel within their power. In essence, use of the
sloop may well have been beyond William's control.**®

It is difficult to imagine that anyone in the family had more
cause to doubt his ties to the rebels than William. Being sold out to

Dunmore, the inquiries, the treatment of his brothers, the withholding

of payment due, and of course, the attempted assault on his loved
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ones, must have given him cause for serious reflection on matters. In
light of the state of affairs, can it be wondered that he not only
questioned but disavowed his association with the revolutionaries?
Yet, even all these reasons combined were not enough to drive him to
such action. There was something else.

William left an interesting and candid account which, though
rambling, garbled, generalized, and vague in terms of its chronology
of events and time frames, explained his decision to change his alle-
giance. The gist of the passages of immediate concern is as follows.
Upon returning from St. Eustatia in January, William was again con-
fined on ship by the governor who attempted to convert him to the
royal cause. William warded off Dunmore's approaches, saying he "could
not think of taking up arm against a cuntry that was Acting in devence
of there Liberties.™ The rebels, however, then began to suspect Wil-
liam's association with the Governor concerning the powder with the
result that payment was withheld for the textiles and an angry mob at-
tempted to assault his wife. William then spent the next three months

on parole on a vessel after which Dunmore again attempted to sway him

and again William refused.'®®

In William's own words,

This Occasion'd his Lordship to grow a little mad. "What," says
he, "don't the ill treatment of those fellows on shore to Mrs.
Goodrich lead you to resent it?" I replyed that I did not think it
was right to resent the ill treatment of a few Invious men on the
whole Cuntry, and that I could not take up armes agains them with
a clair Contience as long as they were acting in defence of there
Liberties. "But," says he, "you may depend upon it that they mean
to Shake of their dependence on grate brittain?" Then I told his
Lordship that if he would alow me to remain nuteral untill they
did declare themselves free and independent of grate brittain,
that I should then look upon myself to be in duty bound to take a
part in favour of grate brittain, and would do avery thing in My
power to appress the BAmericans in such a declaration. Upon which
we parted, and I do declair upon my honour, Gentlemen, that I did
not do nothing in favour of government but what I was obleged to
do before they Declared for Independence. Upon the declaration of
Independence in Virginia, I told Lord Dunmore that I was then
ready and willing to take a part in favor of grate brittain Agree
able to my promiss.
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At face value, this account does not jibe with other known
facts. It conveys the impression that after Dunmore's second effort to
sway William at the end of three months, even more time passed before
William made his decision based on independence being declared by his
fellow Virginians. Logically, this would imply he remained neutral un-
til after at least May 15, when Virginia formally decided to support a
vote of independence in the Continental Congress, if not July 2. Yet,
as will be seen, William was clearly active on Dunmore's behalf as of
March 30. Of course, this would indicate William's statements about
his rebel sympathies, motives, and activities were false. There is,
however, another way to interpret this testimony which shows William
was, in fact, sincere and truthful.

As indicated, the sequence of events and time frames are poorly
related and thus, misleading. This is apparent from other corroborat-
ing evidence and even from information offered earlier in this same
document. For instance, the rebels were clearly suspicious of the fam-
ily's activities over a month before refusing to pay the money owed.
In conjunction, William's testimony makes it seem the assault on his
wife three days after giving birth coincided with the decision to
withhold payment and occurred after his return from his second voyage
to St. Eustatia in early January. Yet by his own earlier statement
clearly referring to the latter half of October, she was then, "big

wlS1

with Child and looking to layin in the corse of a month or so. A

supporting document, also written by William and referring to the same

2 .
This cer-

time, says she was then upwards of eight months preqnant.15
tainly indicates a birth date in late November or early December, well
before the time implied in the deposition. Furthermore, in what is a

relatively lengthy document, the writer only offered two specific time

references, and even these are vague. He mentions the deal with Nicho-

las was made "Sometime in July” and the shipment of coarse linens ar-
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rived in October.'® William is also known to have been simply wrong
about his dates. He stated he was captured in August when it was

really July.154

In essence, William merely conveyed his meanings and
facts poorly. Although clearly an intelligent young man, the grammar
and organization of this and other documents show he was less than a
gifted writer.

Part of the key to interpreting William's deposition lies in in-
terpreting the reference to the three months spent aboard ship. Rather
than meaning exactly ninety days beginning with the second week of
January, Billie was really only saying he was on parole during the
three months of January, February, and March. Given this, Dunmore's
second visit could have occurred as early as mid-March thus allowing
William a couple of weeks of neutrality before making his decision. If
this interpretation is accepted, then some sense can be made of this
testimony in that at least the time period referred to
fits with when William is known to have joined Dunmore.

This, however, still does not explain the clear statement that
William did nothing until after independence was declared. If William
was not lying, then it is apparent he was not really referring to a
time after May 15 or July 2. Something occurred prior to March 30 that
unequivocally convinced William independence was at least a foregone
conclusion. What?

In fact, there were a number of incidents and factors, singu-
larly or cumulatively, that William could have viewed as evidence the
rebels had adopted such a stance. Certainly, the topic was already one
of serious discussion amongst the rebel leaders and in fact had actu-
ally been debated in the Continental Congress in late February with
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the radical majority in favor. By March at the latest, six of the

156

seven Virginia delegates supported such an action. Also, the end of

January witnessed the publication of Tom Paine's inflammatory Common
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Sense, calling for a break from England and convincing many of the
need to do so. Perhaps by late March talk of independence had become
so commonplace that to some it simply seemed inevitable.

In late January, Dunmore offered a reconciliation proposal to
the Virginians.157 During the third week of February, they rejected it
on the grounds they did not have the authority to treat with the gov-
ernor. The proposal had been forwarded to the Continental Congress as
the only governing body that could respond to it. This action clearly
indicates Virginia recognized the higher authority of a governing
group other than the king and Parliament - a group acting independ-
ently.158

Even more important, however, and more likely to have affected
William's decisjon, was the fact that toward the end of the third week
in March, shortly before William changed sides, Dunmore received word

of the Prohibitory Act.'®

With the implementation of this Act, the
Crown, for all practical purposes, began treating the colonies in re-
bellion as enemies outside the empire. Open season was declared on re-
bel shipping for the Royal Navy. So serious were the Act's mandates,
some rebels questioned the need for a formal declaration of inde-
pendence. They felt, in effect, the British Government had just done
it for them.'®

Then, most significantly, came the rebel response which was per-
haps the most influential factor in swaying William. The Continental
Congress had actually received notice of the Act as early as February
27.'"* on March 23, Congress, evoking the Laws of Nations and repre-
senting the "United Colonies™, authorized those colonies to issue Let-
ters of Marque and Reprisal against British shipping.162 This was the
action not only of an independent government, it was the action of an

independent government formally at war with England. Whatever Wil-

liam's level of political consciousness, as a merchant mariner of con-
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siderable experience and status, in the world as he knew it, the sig-
nificance of this act could not have escaped his particular attention
and understanding. To a man of his specific background this would eas-
ily be construed as a declaration of independence. Did William actu-
ally hear of this prior to switching sides? There is no evidence at
all to support that he did. Yet, news of the magnitude of this act
must have spread quickly through the rebel communications networks,
and the seven days between March 23 and 30 were more than enough for
word to reach Virginia, Dunmore, and thus, William. Certainly some-
thing during the last week of March convinced William Goodrich inde-
pendence had been declared at least as he understood it. In any case,
William's decision was a thoughtful one based on many valid considera-
tions. Any or all of the factors discussed may well have convinced a
disillusioned young man that his associates had gone too far and he
could not go with them. Like many others, while desirous of redressing
grievances with the Crown, William could not bring himself to break
from it, and he joined the Royal forces. He had played the game to the
end.

In further support of William's sincerity and truthfulness, the
contents of his deposition can be viewed from another angle. At the
time he penned his account, he was a prisoner in serious trouble for
what the rebels perceived as his treasonous conduct in changing

, 163
sides.

Granted in putting pen to paper, he conveniently failed to
comment on topics that might serve to incriminate him, while emphasiz-
ing those actions which would show him in a better light. Conse-
quently, it would be easy to view his statements simply as an effort
to talk his way out of a bad situation. Still, it simply did not mat-
ter when or why he changed sides. He had done it and no amount of

sugar-coating his explanation could alter this. In fact, the fabrica-

tion of such an elaborate yarn could serve no useful purpose. On the
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contrary, if William really intended to mean he had done nothing in
Dunmore's service until at least after May 15, then his statement to
that effect could only serve to expose him as a blatant liar. The re-
bels were clearly aware of his activities prior to that date, and con-
sequently, any statement on his part to the contrary could only do
more harm than good.164 In conjunction, the other numercus facts he re-
counted which can be corroborated are true, so there is no reason to
doubt his sentiments or motives.

Still, before William entered Dunmore's service, the rebels of-
fered him and the family one more slap in the face. On March 29, the
Committee of Safety seized control of the family's plantations with

the intention of managing them and keeping the profits until compen-
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sated for the unaccounted powder funds.'® In his post-war memorial to

the loyalist claims commission (a document that dovetails with the ac-
count just discussed though suffering the same problems) William

clearly stated he joined Dunmore after the confiscation of property,
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and in part, because of it. If William had yet to make a firm deci-

sion, it appears this act of the Virginians was the proverbial straw

that broke the one-time rebel's back. On March 30, taking command of

the Samuel, Billie departed on his first cruise for the British.'®

Of particular interest is the fact that on the same date,
Dunmore wrote the following to Lord George Germain, the new Secretary
of State for the Colonies.

My Lord in my dispatch No 34, I had frequent Occasion to men
tion a Family of the Name of Goodrich, Natives of this Colony,
this is a Spirited, Active, industrious Family, and it has cost me
much trouble and pain (knowing the Service they would be of to
which ever Party they joined) to secure them in His Majesty’'s
Service. The Male part consist of a Father and Seven Sons, five of
which are Arrived to the Age of Manhood, who are now most Zeal-
ously engaged in His Majesty's service, four of them are perfectly
well acquainted with every River, Creek or Branch within this Bay.
I have now five of their vessels employed constantly running up
the Rivers, where they have orders to Seize, burn or destroy every
thing that is Water Born, that they can get at; they often Land
and take off what Provisions they can get, which keeps the Rebels
in constant motion, and I generally send a few of the 14th Regi-~
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ment with them. I mention this Family to your Lordship, for two
reasons, the first is, least any of their Vessels of which they
have many, in various parts of the World should fall into the
hands of any of our Ships of War, that they may have that Atten-
tion Shewn to them that I think them so well entitled to. - My
second reason is, that should we ever see better times in this
Quarter (which I pray God may be soon) that His Majesty may Shew
them such marks of His favour as he as he thinks their Services
are deserving of. - They have all left their Houses, Negroes,
Plantations, Stock, and everything else at the Mercy of the Re-
bels, qu are now with their whole Familys Water Born in this
Fleet.’

This document is noteworthy for several reasons. First of all,
it indicates all of the adult male family members had joined Dunmore
by March 30. It is probable, however, the Governor was overstating his
case in claiming John, Jr. was with him. He certainly erred in saying
Johnie's family was with the fleet at the time.'®® John Jr.'s status as
a rebel or loyalist during the spring and early summer remains a mys-
tery. All things considered it would seem likely he at least sympa-
thized with the other family members in their decision to join Dun-
more, and perhaps he even supported their doing so. Furthermore, it
would come as no surprise to find he had formally changed his alle-
giance as well, but if he did, there is no reference to it other than
this statement, and it must have been in a very minor, low-key capac-
ity. There is no known reference to his cruising for Dunmore, and
while the Governor's dispatch might be interpreted to imply otherwise,
even it offers no direct statement to that effect. On the contrary,
Dunmore states only four of the family members were accomplished mari-
ners, clearly referring to John, Sr., William, Bartlet, and Bridger.
Supporting this is a later statement by Captain Hamond to the effect
that only John, Sr. and three sons were active in the governor's serv-
ice.' 1n fact, no reference has been found to indicate Johnie ever
commanded a vessel under any circumstance or even went to sea in any
capacity other than perhaps as supercargo on short voyages in the Bay.

In light of this apparent lack of activity, and in conjunction with

circumstantial evidence to be discussed later, it is quite probable
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John, Jr., in fact, adopted a stance of neutrality and attempted to
maintain it. Perhaps this was enough for Dunmore to feel he had him in
his control.

As to the fifth "adult”™ son, this was undoubtedly Edward, the
oldest of the "three youngest children™ allowed to leave with Marga-

171

ret. Very little is known about Edward's activities during the war

other than that later he was involved in privateering to some de-
gree.172 There is, however, no other reference to his serving Dunmore,
and given his age and situation, it seems extremely unlikely he acted
in any capacity on the Governor's behalf. As an obviously very young
"adult" he was not old enough at this time to act independently, and
his presence with the fleet was undoubtedly due to the simple fact his
mother was there.

This document is interesting too, because it can hardly be coin-
cidence that Dunmore wrote this at a time corresponding exactly with
William's decision to join him. It is tempting to read between the
lines and interpret Dunmore as saying that after all his efforts, with
William's decision, he had finally won over all four family members
who counted most for his purposes; John Sr., William, Bartlet, and
Bridger, the four mariners familiar with all parts of the Bay.

Finally, the dispatch is significant for one other reason at
least partly accounting for the family's decisions. While the Virgini-
ans were busy persecuting the Goodriches for relatively petty reasons
which blinded them to the family's potential usefulness to their
cause, Dunmore, though he had initially treated them roughly, realized
and esteemed their worth to such a degree he was willing to overlook
what were, in reality, far worse offenses and actually court their
support. This made the Goodriches’ decisions all the easier. Few are

prone to stay where they are not wanted.
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William, commanding the Samuel and in company with the sloop
Lilly, departed from the Elizabeth River and sailed up the James.'”?
The Lilly, a prize, had been recently purchased by Dunmore on March
25."* on this cruise, her first in government service, it is remotely
possibly John, Sr. commanded her. One rebel newspaper account written
several weeks later associated him with one of the events of the
cruise.'’”® On the other hand, both William and Dunmore later made
rather detailed statements concerning the same event and neither al-

luded to the presence of the elder Goodrich.'’

Also, although Bartlet
later stated his father was given command of a tender "about the Month
of March," it was "to go on an Expidition to Ocacock,”™ North Caro-
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lina.

More significantly, in a post-war memorial, John, Sr., him-
self, did not make reference to the incident. On the contrary, he
clearly stated that after Baltimore, his next activity for Dunmore was
to go to North Carolina, which, as will be seen, he did, in command of
the Lilly.'®

William's objective was twofold. The first involved a nocturnal
visit to the family plantation at Nansemond to bring off slaves and
livestock. In this, he was only minimally successful, regaining pos-
session of only two slaves.

In response, the Virginians took quick action. The remaining
Goodrich slaves were to be "secured" and their livestock sold at pub-
lic auction. Though still in bondage, the two blacks who were re-
claimed could consider themselves lucky. The fate of some remaining
slaves was to be transported by the rebels to labor in the mines in
the interior. These were probably the lead mines in Fincastle County
{(present day western West Virginia and Kentucky) to which other loyal-
ist slaves, including one of Sheddon's, were sent.'”

The second part of the excursion offered more reward. Per

Dunmore's orders, William was to intercept a large merchantman, the
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Molly, known to be coming down the Bay with a considerable cargo of
flour and wheat. In fact, this was the same ship the Samuel and the
Edward had found aground and tried to take at the mouth of the Patap-
sco. William was more successful, taking his first prize in the con-
flict. Several weeks later, the rebel press credited John, Sr. with
the capture of the Molly, but far more reliable sources, including
testimony from Dunmore and William himself, indicate Billie was re~
sponsible. John, Sr. if actually present in the Lilly, seems to have
been nothing more than a bystander acting in his usual capacity as a
pilot.'®

Within a few days of the tenders' return, John, Sr. was actually
in command of the Lilly. Acting under Dunmore's orders, he sailed for
the North Carolina Outer Banks where he was to act as pilot for the
naval tender Fincastle, Lieutenant John Wright, then attempting to
procure provisions. Upon John, Sr.'s arrival, a very interesting se-
ries of events, with regards to his conduct, would be played out.™

On April 14, James Buchanan, half owner of the schooner Polly
and her cargo of Indian corn, staves, and headings, aground on the
swatch at Ocracoke Island, watched what he thought was a pilot boat
approaching. Much to his chagrin, the vessel in question turned out to

be the armed sloop Lilly fresh from detaining the sloop Two Brothers

at Ocracoke Inlet. Without hostility, her master, John Goodrich, Sr.,
asked to examine the Polly's papers, and upon doing so, informed Bu-
chanan the schooner was a lawful prize. Goodrich did not, however,
take possession of her, nor did he disarm her crew. He merely related
that his superior, Lieutenant Wright, would arrive that evening and
deal with the matter.'®

As stated, Wright appeared that evening, finally putting a prize
crew on the Polly which promptly plundered her. That same night, an-

other vessel, a sloop, passed by. Interestingly, while his crew clam-
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ored to give chase, John, Sr. let her go. He sympathetically reasoned
that because she was known to be persecuted for not conforming to the
Articles of Association, she could not load a cargo and so, was empty.
This failure to pursue brought Wright's wrath down on John, Sr. the
following morning. There was apparently no love lost between these two
men. Years later in his post-war memorial, John, Sr. still saw fit to
criticize Wright, referring to his "intemp ce. and imprudent Conduct”.
In addition, at some time while the Polly was still aground, the pilot
told the lieutenant he thought she should be released. 0ld and not
valuable, she was not worth the trouble of getting off the shoal.!®®

At some point, probably on the 15th, Goodrich hailed a third
vessel, the sloop Friendship. Asking for and examining her papers, he
simply told her master, Abraham Adderly, to report to Wright who would

decide the matter in the morning. On the 16th, the Fincastle departed

with Adderly's craft and the Two Brothers, leaving Goodrich behind

with the Polly. A fourth unidentified prize also remained which, given
the lack of any reference to her being taken by Goodrich in a wealth
of documentation, was probably one of two seized by Wright, referred
to in John, Sr.'s confession. Accounts differ, but either adverse
winds, tides, or weather, prevented Goodrich from getting over the
bar, forcing him to remain another night.184

As noted, John, Sr.'s conduct at Ocracoke was interesting and
suspicious. This was because of its general passiveness. He was never
hostile with or put a prize crew on either of the two vessels he
stopped in Buchanan's presence. In fact, he passed on all responsibil-~
ity to Wright. Furthermore, he let one vessel escape, and attempted to
have another one set free, Quite telling is the fact the cargo of lit-
tle value on the Polly consisted of Indian corn. In other words, she
carried provisions, the very thing Goodrich had been sent to help pro-

cure. These are not the actions of a man actively and whole-heartedly
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waging war against the King's enemies. Nor does this reflect the con-
duct of a greedy man. These are the actions of a man who is doing just
enough to put on a creditable front to get him through a distasteful
situation he wants no part of, but has no choice in.

It must be noted that about two months later, the owners of the

Two Brothers entered a claim against the Goodrich estate for recom-

pense for this vessel which was wrecked after leaving Ocracoke. Refer-

ring to the actual capture they stated:
John Goodrich of Virginia in an armed Sloop called the Lilly with
force and Arms violently seized and took possession of the said
Vessel and Cargoe with her Crew and having taken out their Captain
put on board a prize Master and some Mariners and ordered her to
Sea under Convoy of a certain Lieutenant Wright].]

In fact, some of Goodrich's men did serve as prize crew on the Two

Brothers.186

Obviously, this conveys a somewhat different impression of
John, Sr.'s behavior than does Buchanan's account. Buchanan, however,
was present, so his testimony concerning John, Sr.'s conduct carries
greater weight. As to the violent nature of the capture by force of
arms, this simply does not jibe with how Buchanan, a rebel third
party, viewed both his and Adderly's seizure. In addition, in both Bu-
chanan's and Adderly's situations, they were not even boarded. Good-
rich merely directed the masters to bring their papers to the Lilly

87

for examination.' Also, by the owner's own account the Two Brothers

was not under way when taken, negating any need for force to bring her

88

too.®® All in all, the report of the Two Brothers' owners does not

ring true. Consequently, one of two assessments can be made of these

comments. It is entirely possible the Two Brothers' owners were

greatly overstating their case, or, giving them the benefit of the
doubt, to them, even without actual physical violence, the simple act
of an armed vessel merely taking possession of theirs constituted a

violent act undertaken with armed force.
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The next day, in the pre-~dawn hours, with only a small ad hoc
crew on board that included George Blair, the Lilly was approached by
four or five boatloads of armed rebels intent on retaking the prizes
and capturing the tender. Caught by surprise as the boats pulled
alongside, John, Sr., trapped and in self-defense, committed his first
real hostile act against the rebels. He gave his crew the order to
fire on them. There was not time, however, for his crew to respond as
the rebel boatmen climbed aboard to take possession. Because of Good-
rich's command, a Captain Harney leveled his gun at John, Sr. and
pulled the trigger. The story of John Goodrich, Sr. should end here
with all events discussed so far perhaps warranting only a minor foot-
note in history. But, Harney's piece flashed in the pan. Goodrich and
his crew then seem to have submitted with minimal resistance, if
any.leg

A short time later, James Anderson, another boarder, heard Good-
rich to say, "he was a prisoner and that he had been so harassed on

n1% These are not the words of a

Both sides he did not value his life.
man who has whole-heartedly committed himself to a cause. At the very
least, these are the words of a very unhappy man caught in the middle
who would prefer to have nothing to do with either side but cannot es-
cape their grasp; a man forced from the rebel cause he once supported,
but as yet unwilling to embrace the crown fully.

As a prisoner, John, Sr. was taken first to New Bern and then
Halifax, North Carolina, during which time he was confined in shackles
and suffered unpleasant jail conditions. At Halifax, depositions were
taken from individuals present at Ocracoke, and John, Sr. made a con-
fession. In it, he candidly recounted his activities with Dunmore, in-
cluding his participation in the Baltimore raid and the cruise to

North Carolina. He went on to say Dunmore never ordered him to take up

arms nor do anything that he would construe as base. In conjunction,
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he declared he served Dunmore, because he was obliged to do so.
Dunmore had dismissed a death penalty resulting from the powder inci-
dent, and he had a considerable amount of Goodrich's property under
his control. Of interest is the fact that Goodrich attributed the
prizes taken at Ocracoke to Wright. In light of his conduct, this was
technically correct. At the end of the month, John Goodrich, Sr. "a
most notorious Tory," was sent to Virginia to face charges.191

During early April, either Bridger or William assisted the Gov-
ernor in another way. One of them supervised the construction of a
galley rowing sixteen ocars and intended to carry fifty men, six three-
pounders, and twelve swivels.®

Later that month, while his father was beginning his captivity,
Bridger was again cruising in a tender. On April 21, he appeared off
Hobb's Hole (Tappahanock) on the Rappahanock River. There, he chased a
New England schooner loaded with corn upstream and took her. Upon re-
turn, however, the prize ran aground. On the 23rd, the local rebels
set out in four sailing boats to retake the Yankee. With the enemy
craft closing on him, Bridger abandoned the prize, but not before at-
tempting to burn her. Two of the rebel boats maintained the chase, and
coming up with the tender, commenced a vicious little action with
small arms at close quarters. This lasted fifteen or twenty minutes
before the tender broke it off. Reports of loyalist casualties vary
between 3 and 8 men out ¢of a crew of twenty-four. This high loss of
perhaps one third of the compliment reflects the intensity of the
fight.193

Once again, Bridger had displayed his brash personality. At some
point during the operation, he boasted he would capture General Lee,
all the rebel armed vessels, and be up the river within two weeks. '™
An irate Landon Carter referred to Bridger as a "Pirate™ and a "Vil-

lain, " "detestable in the Eyes of heaven, "'*®
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The Hobb's Hole raid was noteworthy because of another partici-
pant, Richard Dale, destined to be John Paul Jones's first officer in

the famous fight between the Bon Homme Richard and H.M.S Serapis, a

distinguished naval captain in his own right later in the revolution,
and one of the first United States naval captains of the New Republic.
Even more interesting, however, is the fact that having already been a
rebel officer in the Virginia State Navy, at this particular point
Dale was sailing and fighting with his old school chum, Bridger Good-
rich. Dale's presence with the loyalists reflects the confusion and
indecision of at least some about taking a political stance. At the
beginning of the war, Dale was the senior officer on a brig owned by
Thomas Newton. By early 1776, he was a lieutenant in the Virginia
Navy. Captured by a British tender, while held prisoner, his old
friend, Bridger, visited him, and "After much solicitation, and many
plausible and seductive arguments,” Dale was won over. For his ef~
forts, Dale was severely wounded in the head during the fight at Hob-
b's Hole. While recuperating, he had time to reflect and came to the
decision "never again to put himself in the way of the balls of his
country."™ As will be seen, however, Dale's convictions remained shaky
for a while longer.196

buring this same month, another future loyalist privateersman,
William Picket, was active. Barlier, Picket was a merchant captain in
Sheddon's employ. As such, he was undoubtedly known to the Goodriches,
and at this time, he commanded a sloocp-rigged pink owned by them.
Cruising off the Virginia Capes, he was involved in bagging a French
sloop carrying arms and munitions to the rebels.'’

During this time as well, Robert Sheddon experienced additional
problems with the rebels. At some point in late March or early April,
in a vessel attempting to reach Dunmore, he was pursued by a party of

rebels intent on his capture, and submitted only after being fired on
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several times. On April 3, at Great Bridge, he was brought before the
Comnmissioners of Norfolk who were investigating suspected loyalists.
Sheddon must have been a truly persuasive individual, because once
again he talked his way out of a tight situation. The jury found him
"not quilty" of "being an enemy to America" and he was "honourably ac-
quitted."198

Despite this verdict, other rebels were not so easily convinced
of Sheddon's innocence. On April 11, General Charles Lee ordered Shed-
don's apprehension yet again. At some point, probably during the
fourth week of the month, he was retaken and sent first to Suffolk and
then Williamsburg to be investigated.199

John, Jr. experienced difficulties too. Although the cir-
cumstances surrounding his apprehension remain a mystery, by April 30,
he was in custody in Williamsburg. On that date, after posting £2,000
bond to the Committee of Safety, he was released under the recogni-
zance of his father-in-law, William Harwood, with instructions to re-
port before the committee on the first Monday of May and not to have
any contact with Dunmore or any other loyalists.200

Between April 28 and May 2, the rebels struck again. Under or-
ders from Charles Lee, they burned and destroyed the houses, ware-
houses, vessels, and other property of Goodrich, Sheddon, and Neil
Jamieson, at Portsmouth, and seized their considerable stores of salt,
molasses, and other valuable commodities needed by the Virginians.201
Even leading Virginia rebels thought this act was too much. Edmund

Pendleton rebuked Lee for exceeding his authority.mz

During the con-
flagration, John, Jr.'s wife and child were forced to flee for safety
and seek sanctuary with Dunmore. On May 3, the Committee of Safety
granted leave for Harwood to retrieve his daughter and grandchild un-

der a flag of truce.?®
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As directed, John, Jr. appeared before the committee on May 6.
The only action taken against him at that time, however, was to con-
fine him under guard as a "suspected Person" to his room at a Mrs.

04

Coke's in Williamsburg.2 On May 26, without any additional proceed-

ings, John, Jr. was again released on bond into the custody of his fa-
ther-in-law with instructions to appear again on June 3.2

While these events were transpiring with other family members,
John, Sr. and George Blair were forced to walk from Halifax, North

Carolina, to Williamsburg, where they had arrived by May 6.20¢

John,
Sr., at least, endured the trek handcuffed, and like a trophy, he was
displayed "at each public place thro which he pass'd to every Mark of

agonizing Ignominy and Insult."?"”’

At the Virginia capital, both were
confined in the jail with other suspected loyalists including Robert
Sheddon.?®® on May 7, William managed to pass a message through the
lines via a flag of truce notifying his father several changes of
clothing and some money were being sent. William also conveyed that
Margaret was so upset over his capture that she was quite ill. As soon
as she recovered, however, she would come to be with him, foregoing
the safety and security of Dunmore's fleet.?®®

News of John, Sr.'s capture spread. Indicative of what an infa-
mous cause célébre he had become is the fact his being taken prompted

10

reports and comments from North Carolina to Pennsylvania.2 Upon hear-

ing the news, at least one individual, Josiah Parker, went out of his

way to dig up more evidence against Goodrich.?*

Parker can perhaps be
best described as a rabid zealot, firebrand, and hatchet man, liter-
ally. He was responsible for torching the property of Goodrich and

others at Portsmouth.212

In fact, he had relished his role in this un-
dertaking so much that upon receiving his orders from General Lee,
through Colonel Muhlenburg, to destroy Goodrich's and Sheddon's build-

ings, he promptly wrote back pointing out that Lee had failed to men-
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tion Jamieson, and that he, Parker, thought that loyalist's property
was worthy of the same attention.’”® When planning an attack on
Dunmore's fleet the day before, Parker was asked what to do with To-
ries found on the vessels. Illustrating his complete hatred for loyal-
ists, he responded, “"damn them, Tomahawk them all and throw them over

Board, and give yourself no further trouble about them. "?*

Of addi~
tional interest is the fact that he, too, was from Isle of Wight
County, was a member of the Committee of Safety, and was involved in
the inquiry there into John, Sr.'s conduct at least to the extent of
carrying the committee's report to the Convention.?'®

Parker sought out James Eastwood, the Goodrich captain who com-~
manded William's sloop when bringing in the powder and skippered the
same when John, Sr. was attempting to go to St. Eustatia. Eastwood
told Parker about how Dunmore had intimidated John, Sr., the negotia-
tions between the two about retrieving the powder and money, and the
circumstances of Goodrich's capture by Jones's tender at Ocracoke in
November. It seems unlikely any of this was news to the rebel powers,
and if it was, it was in keeping with the facts already established.
Parker, however, claimed Eastwood conveyed something else; that Good-
rich had acted as a spy for Dunmore, both in late October and when on
parole during very late November and December. "[A] better pimp they
not have got, for his diligence, at last Convention, made Dunmore es-
teem him as his first favourite."?’

In fact, this accusation borders on the absurd. As to Goodrich
playing the spy in October, he only had roughly two weeks to do so
during which he was involved with far more pressing matters and cer-
tainly not in a physical position to obtain intelligence. The only
thing he could have divulged to Dunmore, and perhaps it was what
Parker was referring to, was the nature of the gunpowder transaction.

As to the period of his parole, Parker referred to Goodrich's "dili-
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gence, at last Convention.” This initially seems to convey the impres-
sion John, Sr. regularly attended that group's assemblies and passed
on information learned at them. Upon reflection, however, if this is
what Parker intended to convey, he was guilty of a serious fabrica-~
tion. To begin with, it seems most unlikely that a man whose activi-~
ties were under suspicion and close scrutiny as of December 11, would
have dared or even been able to play such a game. Furthermore, all in-

17 It was

dications are that he remained at the Nansemond plantation.2
the four voyages from there to Dunmore that in part aroused suspicion.
Even if he had been in Williamsburg, it could not have been for any
duration. The travel time of four round trips from there to Nansemond
to Norfolk and back would account for a considerable amount of his
whereabouts.,

Parker's account was penned in a letter to his superior, General
Lee, who must have passed it on to the committee set to investigate

Goodrich.?'®

That body cornered Eastwood and had him give a sworn depo-
sition concerning John, Sr. Confirming that Parker's accusations of
spying were false is the fact that Eastwood's deposition, while reit-
erating everything Parker claimed to have been told in even greater
detail, mentions nothing about spying, when it would seem likely this
was what the committee would have been most interested in hearing
about. Furthermore, when the time came, none of Eastwood's testimony
would be cited as evidence against John, Sr., nor was any other evi-
dence brought forth that he had been involved in such activities.”
As of May 13, John, Sr. was preparing his defense. At that time,
having heard that Captains Wright Westcoat [Westcott] and Laban Gof-
fagen were in the capital, he requested both be present at his trial.
Barring that, he desired they be detained until depositions could be

acquired from them. There is no evidence the rebels complied with this

0
request.22
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On May 16, yet another blow was struck the family. The Committee

221

of Safety ordered the Isle of Wight plantation sold. Shortly after,

although already under lock and key, Goodrich was deemed dangerous

22

enough to warrant being restrained even further with irons.? By one

account, he was chained immobile on his back.?®

Margaret arrived on May 29, with the smaller children. Evi-
dently, she thought she would actually be able to stay at the jail
with her husband. The rebels quickly made it clear, however, that
would not be allowed. She could only visit, and after initial contact,
she could not leave Williamsburg.224

In early June, probably on the 4th, John, Sr. petitioned the in-
vestigating committee. Stating he was heartily tired of the "Confine-
ment & Damn,d Irons™ which he had endured for sixteen days, he de-
sired, even welcomed, the commencement of his hearing. He wished to be
able to defend himself against "the many false Aspertions, Laid to his
Charge, by Envious Informations and Representations.” He added that he
felt his actions were as "Little Offensive to his Country"™ as could be
for a man in his situation. Then, pointing out he had had a great deal
to lose in the beginning, he had, in fact, lost almost everything. To-
wards the end of the petition, concerning his affiliations, he of-
fered, "I took a warm & Early Part which Involved me in Lord Dunmores
Hands I am by his Means now in Your hands or in Other words Discharged
from the Obligation I was bound to him In."**

This petition is particularly intriguing, because of the phrase
" many false Aspertions...by Envious information and representations.”
It recalls to mind the "many Malicious Enemys." Like "Malicious,” "En-
vious™ conveys a personal element, and as such, the two words share a

certain affinity. This is quite possibly another allusion to there

having been personal enemies in the rebel camp who did not wish the
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family well. As will be seen, all indications are the committee denied
John Sr. a hearing of any kind.

About this time, word circulated that John, Sr. was to be sent
upcountry to the interior for imprisonment. Seriously upset over the

22
6 Her

news, Margaret, on June 5, petitioned the rebels not to do this.
petition was tabled.’”’ Of note is the fact the Convention minute book
for that date originally stated, "Two petitions of Goodrichs Read",

8

but the "two" is suspiciously marked out.?*® The more complete "Pro-

ceedings™ only mention Margaret's.zz9

One historian suggests the second
was John, Sr.'s request for a hearing.230 If so, the deletion of the
reference would support that his request was ignored.

On the following day, the Convention directed a committee to in-
vestigate the conditions of the jail. This facility was undoubtedly
not the most enjoyable place to spend time under any circumstance, but
overcrowding, bad ventilation, summer heat, poor sanitation, and bad
food created an unpleasant and unhealthy environment for its resi-
dents. On June 7, the committee reported this and the fact John, Sr.
had been suffering a slight fever for three days. They feared it would
worsen and become "putrid." Consequently, it was ordered that Goodrich
be released from his shackles and sent under a "strong guard"” to a
more suitable place to recover. On June 10, he was returned to the
jail.**

Assigned to investigate John, Sr. was the Committee of Privi-~
leges and Elections, whose twenty-one members included such notables
as Patrick Henry, Robert Carter Nicholas, Richard Bland, Henry and

232

Richard Lee, Archibald Cary, and Dudley Digges. On May 7, this

standing body had been vested with judicial powers to examine sus-
pected enemies of the state.?® "The legislature, not the court, would

34

sentence™ John, sr.?® on June 11, Henry presented the group's findings

to the Convention. After recounting in detail evidence of John, Sr.’'s
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activities with Dunmore gleaned from Goodrich's own confession and the
depositions of James Buchanan and James Anderson, all taken in North
Carolina, Henry stated the Committee's resolution which was adopted by
the Convention. "Resolved that the said John Goodrich is guilty of
bearing Arms against this Colony and is also guilty of aiding and as-
sisting the Enemy by giving them intelligence contrary to and in con-
tempt of an Ordinance of the last Convention."*®

The nature of the testimony and consequent resolve are curious
for several reasons. To begin with, only three documents, recorded at
the same place and time, were used. More significantly, none of these
statements came from witnesses speaking on Goodrich's behalf, although
he had asked for such support. Most significantly, there is no refer-
ence to any recent testimony from John, Sr. taken since his arrival in
the capitol, despite his request for a hearing. In conjunction, there
is evidence the Committee actually arrived at its conclusion at least
as early as June 5. It was probably a leak of their decision that
prompted Margaret's petition of that date. If this is accepted, and if
John, Sr.'s petition was written on June 4, then a very interesting
picture of the situation develops.236

The nature of the testimony actually cited in combination with
John, Sr, having yet to be heard at a time coinciding approximately
with when the decision against him was made supports two things. John,
Sr. was not allowed witnesses on his behalf, and he was not even al-
lowed to speak for himself and testify in his own defense. In fact, it
is quite likely John, Sr.'s petition was written, because of this very
thing. If Margaret had received word of the Committee's decision, it
is safe to say she conveyed the news to her husband. Consequently,
John, Sr.'s petition may well represent a last desperate effort to be
heard, written in response to news of the resolution. In turn, this

would explain why the petition was ignored. The decision had already
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been made and there was no point in acknowledging Goodrich. In any
case, the only recorded instance of members of the investigating Com-
mittee ever personally confronting Goodrich was when, in his presence,
the confession taken in North Carolina was read.?”’

Despite the fact there was no accusation or evidence offered of
spying, the resolve clearly stated John, Sr. was found "guilty of aid-
ing and assisting the Enemy by giving them intelligence.” This must
refer to his conduct as a pilot, a role Goodrich freely confessed to
and the main activity that was held against him.?*® In such a capacity,
guiding naval vessels and tenders in search of rebel shipping and pro-
visions, he most certainly offered important intelligence. He was not,
however, privy to or divulging the colony's state secrets.

As punishment, the rebels confiscated the remainder of Good-
rich's estates, making provision from their revenue for the care of
the prisoner, Margaret, and the youngest children. John, Sr., himself,
was ordered under heavy guard to detention in Charlottesville. Re~
flecting some sense of decency, the Committee allowed him the use of
one of the goaler's personal rooms in order to regain his health be-
fore making the journey. As of July 2, there was still enough concern
about his physical condition that the Committee of Safety directed a
doctor to examine him and report on his condition. It was not until
July 22, that the Council of State finally ordered him taken to the
interior.?*

With matters concerning John, Sr. under control, the Virginians
again turned their attention to John, Jr. Though he had been directed
to report to the Committee of Safety on June 3, there is no evidence
anything transpired at that time. On June 14, however, the Committee
told him to appear on June 21. They also, issued summons for two men

to appear and give evidence at John, Jr.'s examination.?’
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On the 21st, the Committee met, considered the accusation that
John, Jr. was "inimical to the rights of BAmerica", and decided his
fate. There being no evidence against him or forthcoming witnesses,
they dropped the charges. They maintained, though, that he remained
under "general suspicion" and should post £1,000 bond not to give in-
telligence to the enemy or assist them in any way. On the same day,
the Convention concurred with the Committee and ordered the oath ad-
ministered to Johnie.’*

On June 25, with father-in-law Harwood vouching for
him, John, Jr. promised future good behavior and was discharged on pa-
role. Still a suspect, though, as directed, the Committee attempted to
administer the oath. John, Jr. refused to take it. The only response
was to order him disarmed.?*’

The situation of John, Jr. is of note., It seems he was suspected
of guilt merely by association. He was a Goodrich. The circumstances
of his confinement and examination, however, tend to support the fact
that he never committed himself to Dunmore's service. The rather re-
laxed nature of his captivity (the fact he had been allowed to go
about armed shows just how lax) clearly indicates he was not viewed as
a dangerous enemy of the colony as were his father and brother-in-law,
and no evidence was ever tendered against him. The only thing that
could really be held against him was that in the end, when all else
was said and done, he refused to take the oath. His actions following
his release further support that he was at least attempting to main-
tain a neutral stance. Although Bartlet would later refer to John, Jr.
as prisoner in Virginia, and he would eventually leave the colony and
go to New York, there is no evidence of any overt efforts to escape
his lax security during the time he remained, and his departure went

243

unmentioned. All indications are that he was content to sit on the

sidelines with his family and avoid involvement one way or the other.
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Even after he left the colony, he does not seem to have been overly
active with the British. To date, only a single reference has been
found to John, Jr. having invested in a privateer which, in light of
the numerous references pertaining to the involvement of other family
members, tends to indicate his participation was comparitively mini-

244
mal.

So, with his acquittal, the story of John, Jr. is really at an
end. For this Goodrich family member, profit was certainly not a guid-
ing motive.

While events played out for John, Sr. and John, Jr., affairs
were not going well for Robert Sheddon. On June 10, Patrick Henry had

presented the Committee's findings on his conduct .

They really had
nothing substantial in terms of specifics to offer as evidence against
him, citing only his general contact with Dunmore, his attempt to es-
cape capture, and that he "was generally thought about Norfolk to be
inimical."®® In fact, it was maintained Sheddon had actually aided re-
bel Wills Cowper and others by warning them that Dunmore was intent on
their capture. Still, the resolve was to confine Sheddon on parole to
parts of Surry County at least ten miles from the James River with in-
structions not to give intelligence to the British or help them in any
way. The next day, the place of confinement was changed to an area of
Dinwiddie County at least ten miles from the Appomattox River. Sheddon
was allowed fifteen days to get his affairs in order and arrive at the
designated location.?"’

It is doubtful Sheddon bothered to comply with the Convention's
resolves. At a later date, he simply stated that after being held
prisoner for several months (April, May, and June), he escaped to re-
join Dunmore with whom he remained. In another account, although he
incorrectly stated he was captured in February or March, he mentioned

being held captive for fifty days. This span conforms fairly well to

the period from when he was taken in April to just after the Commit-
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tee's resolution. In essence, it would seem Sheddon took advantage of
the fifteen day grace period to rejoin the Governor. His activities
for the duration of the campaign remain a mystery. He would, however,
go to Bermuda and be heard from again.248

During this same period in June, related events were transpiring
in Northhampton County on the Eastern Shore. There, at some point dur-
ing the first week of June, Bartlet, having sailed from the Caribbean
with a cargo of produce, small arms, gunpowder, sugar, and sail cloth,

249

was captured in a small armed vessel at Cherrystone Creek. Tried be-

fore the Northhampton County Court for being "inimical to the Rights &
Liberties of America," he was found guilty.250 An appeal to the Vir-
ginia Council of State proved unsuccessful. On July 24, that body up-
held the verdict of the county court and sentenced Bartlet to parole
in the town of New London, Bedford County. The guards transporting him
were directed to hurry in order to catch up with the party escorting
John, Sr. and so travel together.251

To believe the Goodriches were badly treated, even innocent, is
to accept the unthinkable. Virginia's revoluticnary leaders were human
and capable of making grievous errors in judgment, if not worse. Ed-
mund Randolph, at least, admitted as much. Following are his comments
on the matter replete with masterful double entendre and cryptic ref-
erence.

Virginia committed but few errors in the selection of men to
whom she committed her interests. But she was not equally fortu-
nate in the repudiation of a father and his three sons, of the
name of Goodrich. They were so original and happy in their genius
of shipbuilding that from the construction of vessels adapted to
all the waters of this colony, many cargoes escaped capture and
relieved the most urgent wants of the navy and of the people. But
upon a doubt whether upon some occasion they had acted correctly,
they were suspected of being unfaithful to the country and forced
into the condition of enemies. ...Fertile as revolutions generally
are in character equal to every growing necessity, Virginia never
repaired the loss which she sustained in these men. ... Whether
they were guilty or not of the first imputations was decided by
the voice of the public, according to the temperament of him who
judged. But a cloud may suddenly envelop well-disposed and capable
men, which they may not easily pierce, or which if lessened is
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never wholly dissipated. They may be forgiven, and the attainder
of their reputation may be proclaimed to be unjust, but the suspi-
cion infects every struggle toward full and delicate confidence.
The cause of these men I pretend not to perfectly understand or to
advocate. But it is a superfluous function of history to warn a
republic to avoid temerity in condemning, without the highest
proof, her servants who until the hour of darkness shone with
luster in her service.
Upon reading this, one gets the distinct impression something remained
unsaid. In essence, there is the feeling Randolph was privy to addi-
tional information, but, for whatever reason, thought it best to keep
his own council and say no more.

Many of the particulars necessary to fully explain and under-
stand the Goodrich’s situation will probably never come to light.
Still, analysis of events and personalities shows that they were
treated quite shabbily by their fellow Virginians, and indications are
that a darker, personal element lay behind this. The complex sequence
of events in which they were caught had the affect of transforming

them from rebels to arch loyalists. Family members were given little

choice in their decision to side with the British.
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