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INTRODUCTION 
 

     To many Americans of today, the notion of French soldiers fighting side by side with 
Continental soldiers and state militias for American liberty and independence comes as a 
surprise. Almost 220 years after Yorktown, far too few Americans are aware of the 
crucial importance of America's French allies during the Revolutionary War.  
 
     The support provided by French King Louis XVI toward the success of that war has 
been largely forgotten in the collective memory of the American people. This is true even 
in states such as Connecticut, where it was until recently left to devoted individuals such 
as town historians or to private organizations such as the Daughters of the American 
Revolution, the Sons of the American Revolution, or the Souvenir Français, to keep the 
memory of the Franco-American alliance alive. Only after long efforts by, among others, 
State Representative Pamela Z. Sawyer and the Inter Community Historic Resources 
Committee under its energetic chairman Hans DePold, did the State Legislature in 1998 
appropriate funds for the "Rochambeau in Connecticut: Tracing His Journey" project. 
Administered by the Connecticut Historical Commission, that first appropriation resulted 
in two reports. One detailed the historical background of the French involvement in the 
American War and existing above-ground resources along the marching route of French 
infantry and artillery through the state in 1781/82.1 The other presented the results of 
archeological work carried out on some of the surviving campsites of these 5,000 men.2 
 
     In 1999, the legislature renewed its commitment to the project by again appropriating 
funds. The present report for Phase II of the "Rochambeau in Connecticut: Tracing His 
Journey" project is once again part of a collaborative effort by archaeologists, map-
makers, and historians to research, map, and document the presence of the French 
expeditionary corps in Connecticut from 1780 to 1782 and to emphasize the significance 
of France's, and Connecticut's, contribution in the American Revolutionary War. 
 
     The present report submitted by the historical consultant to the project consists of 
three parts. The first part analyzes the Conference at Hartford in October 1780, which 
provided an important opportunity for Generals George Washington and the comte de 
Rochambeau to get acquainted with each other. The second part examines the Conference 
at Wethersfield in May 1781, where the groundwork was laid for the successful 
cooperation of the two allies that culminated in Lord Cornwallis' surrender at Yorktown 
to the combined Franco-American armies later that year. The third part tells the story of 
the Volontaires Etrangers de Lauzun, a unique cavalry and light infantry detachment 
under the duc de Lauzun, its winter quarters in Lebanon from November 1780 until June 
1781, and its subsequent march from Lebanon to White Plains, New York.3 Since it 
forms part of a larger project, this report focuses tightly on the three topics mentioned 
above. Historical background information and historical context have been kept to a 
minimum; for such information the reader is referred to my report for Phase I. 
  

                                                 
1 Robert A. Selig, Rochambeau in Connecticut: Tracing his Journey. Historic and Architectural Survey 
Connecticut Historical Commission (Hartford: State of Connecticut, 1999). 
2 At the time this report is being prepared, the archaeological report has not yet been released to the public. 
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3 For additional information on previous efforts to trace, map, catalogue and preserve the memory as well 
as resources connected with the French presence in Connecticut see my 1999 report cited in Footnote 1. 



ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS 
 

     It gives me once again great pleasure to thank the many people who helped me in the 
preparation of this report. First of all thanks are due to John W. Shannahan, Director of 
the Connecticut Historical Commission and State Historic Preservation Officer for giving 
me the opportunity to write this report. Thanks also go to Preservation Programs 
Supervisor Dr. Dawn Maddox for her technical assistance. I will always remember with 
great pleasure the days I spent with Mary M. Donohue, Project Director, driving across 
the Connecticut countryside locating sites along the route. 
 
     Many a citizen of the Constitution State has again opened his or her home, sometimes 
quite literally, to me. On top of that list stand once again Mary and Arnold Carlson of 
Coventry. Though preparing to move themselves, the Carlsons provided free lodging 
during the weeks of fieldwork in September 1999. In Lebanon, town historian Alicia 
Wayland generously shared her vast knowledge of the history of Connecticut, of Lebanon 
and of the presence of Lauzun's troops there with me and provided many a piece in the 
puzzle surrounding Rochambeau's most colorful troops. Robert Berthelson of Trumbull 
answered numerous questions on local history. Many librarians and archivists provided 
vital information; chief among them are the staff of the Connecticut Historical Society 
where I perused the Jeremiah Wadsworth and the Jonathan and David Trumbull Papers. 
Dr. Peter Harrington of the Anne S. K. Brown Military Collection in Providence, Rhode 
Island, and Sandra Powers and Ellen M. Clark of the Library of the Society of the 
Cincinnati in Washington, DC, put the treasures of their collections at my disposal.  

 
     I would be greatly amiss if I would not thank my good friend and colleague Dr. 
Samuel F. Scott. Sam has generously shared his vast knowledge of Rochambeau's troops 
for many years. His most recent book, From Yorktown to Valmy: The Transformation of 
the French Army in an Age of Revolution (University Press of Colorado, 1998) is 
required reading for anyone interested in the French contribution to the American 
Revolutionary War. Thanks are also due to the participants in the Rochambeau webring, 
which provided a platform to discuss details of French military life at the end of the 
eighteenth century. Mme. Florence Hodges of the French Society of the Daughters of the 
American Revolution helped search for primary sources among descendants of 
Rochambeau's officers living in France. M. le comte Jacques de Trentinian, a descendant 
of an officer in Lauzun's legion and member of the French Society of the Cincinnati, 
generously shared his knowledge with me. I am equally grateful to M. Gérard-Antoine 
Massoni, an expert on Lauzun's legion for his support. His maîtrise, an edition of the only 
known journal by a member of the légion, forms an important contribution to the history 
of France's contributions to American Independence.4  
 
     Last but by far not least I would like to thank my wife Barbara and my children Mary, 
Sebastian, and Hannah for doing without me for two long weeks in the fall of 1999, and 
for their patience during the time I spent in front of the computer preparing this report.   
 
Thank you all. 

                                                 

 5

4 Détails intéressants sur les événements arrivés dans la guerre d'Amérique. Hyver 1781 à 1782. Hampton, 
Charlotte et suitte.  Manuscrit de Claude Hugau, lieutenant-colonel de la Légion des Volontaires Etrangers 
de Lauzun (Besançon: Université de Franche-Comté, 1996, maîtrise d'histoire moderne ). 



neither the com position of Rocham beau' s  party nor where they stayed in W e thersfield. 

                                                 
5 For a discussion of the respective merits and whereabouts of these primary sources see my 1999 report. 
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6 Among these new sources are the correspondence of Captain Charles Malo François comte de Lameth, 
aide-de-camp to Rochambeau (March 1781) and aide-maréchal général des logis (in May 1781), and of his 
brother Captain Alexandre Théodor Victor chevalier de Lameth, who replaced Charles Malo François in 
the summer of 1782. I have not yet seen this correspondence; neither have I seen the journal kept by Xavier 
de Bertrand, a lieutenant in the Royal Deux-Ponts, and the Histoire des campagnes de l'Armée de 
Rochambaud (sic) en Amérique by André Amblard, a fusilier in the Soissonnais regiment of infantry. I am 
very grateful to Lieutenant-Colonel Gilbert Bodinier of the Service Historique de l'Armée de Terre in 
Vincennes, France, for bringing these sources to my attention.  



     In the case of Lauzun's Legion, its winter quarters, and its march from Lebanon to 
White Plains in the summer of 1781, there is an even greater dearth of primary sources.7 
Contemporary French sources mention the stay of Lauzun's legion in Lebanon in the 
winter of 1780/81 and its route to White Plains. But there is not a single detailed eye-
witness account: Lauzun assigned only 25 pages of his memoirs to his time in America.8 
The only other known primary source, Hugau's Détails intéressants, does not begin until 
after the siege of Yorktown.9 This means that I have had to rely heavily on American 
sources such as the letters and writings of George Washington, the Jeremiah Wadsworth 
Papers, or the Trumbull Papers in the Connecticut Historical Society. Secondary 
American sources such as local histories were often inaccurate and of little help in the 
preparation of this report. If the memory of the march of Rochambeau's infantry through 
Connecticut has faded over the centuries, it has disappeared in the case of the Legion. 
 
     The dearth of primary source material has made the study of Lauzun's route much 
more conjectural than the corresponding report for Phase I. The lack of maps or detailed 
instructions as to where the Legion was to march and camp makes it virtually impossible 
to locate sites in the field. Even the most detailed location for any camp, that for camp 
one, simply places it "on the west bank of Salmon Brook opposite the landslide caused by 
flood waters." For all other camps there is not even that much information. 

 
     Within the parameters set in the third goal, it was decided to include only: 1) 
structures and sites connected directly with the route to the conferences and the 
conferences proper, 2) structures and sites connected directly with the winter quarters of 
Lauzun's troops in Lebanon, 3) with the (possible) exception of the Colonel Henry 
Champion and John Taintor homes in Colchester, only structures and sites connected 
directly with the march proper of the cavalry and infantry portions of Lauzun's contingent 
for which primary source evidence exists have been listed. Sites connected with actions 
of the French navy and those of Frenchmen in American service, especially the marquis 
de Lafayette, even though he spent much time in Connecticut in his capacity as a general 
in the Continental Army, were once again excluded. 
 
     The sites inventoried on-site in Connecticut during the month of September 1999 are 
of four different types: 

 
1) Buildings connected with the Hartford and Wethersfield conferences and the winter 
quarters and march of Lauzun's forces in Connecticut during 1780 and 1781. 
 
2) Plaques placed on sites by the State of Connecticut, by organizations such as the 
Daughters of the American Revolution, the Sons of the American Revolution, the Society 
of the Cincinnati, or communities to commemorate campsites, buildings, and events. 

 

                                                 
7 The legion did not accompany the rest of Rochambeau's troops to Boston in the fall of 1782 but instead 
wintered in Wilmington, Delaware, from where it departed for France on May 11, 1783. 
8 Mémoires de Armand-Louis de Gontaut, duc de Lauzun, Edmond Pilon, ed., (Paris, 1928), pp. 190-215.  
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9 Hugau's original manuscript Détails intéressants sur les événements arrivés dans la guerre d'Amérique. 
Hyver 1781 à 1782. Hampton, Charlotte et suitte is located in Bibliothèque municipale d'Evreux in Evreux, 
France. I am grateful to the librarian Mme. Christine Henry for providing a photocopy of the manuscript. 



3) Markers erected by the Connecticut Department of Transportation and supporting 
organizations pursuant to 1957 state legislation to indicate campsites of Lauzun's Legion. 

 
4) Paintings and murals.  
 
     In order to preserve the historical course of events, sites are listed in chronological 
order as they were visited either by Rochambeau on his way to or from the Hartford or 
Wethersfield conferences or by Lauzun's legion between November 1780 and June 1781 
as they appear in the field for someone who wanted to trace the route chronologically. 
The reader is cautioned, however, that the route as defined in this, the project historian's, 
report is determined by above ground resources and the modern road system. The actual 
route as determined by the mapmaking team may vary from the route outlined here. 
 
     Fieldwork and photography were undertaken in September 1999. Copies of the final 
report and survey forms are deposited at the Connecticut Historical Commission, 59 
South Prospect Street, Hartford, Connecticut, 06106. French and German words are in 
italics unless they are included as English words in Merriam-Webster's Collegiate 
Dictionary, tenth edition. Unless otherwise noted, all translations are mine. 
 
 
3.1    Criteria for Selection: How Sites Were Chosen for Inclusion  
 
     The historical and architectural survey was conducted in accordance with the 
Secretary of the Interior's Standards for Identification and Evaluation (National Park 
Service, U. S. Department of the Interior, 1983). A discussion of the general methodo-
logy that was utilized may be found in Guidelines for Local Surveys: A Basis for 
Preservation Planning. National Register Bulletin 24 (Derry, Jandl, Shull, and Thorman, 
National Register of Historic Places, National Park Service, U. S. Department of the 
Interior, 1977; Parker, revised 1985). 

 
     The criteria used for the evaluation of properties were based on those of the National 
Register of Historic Places, administered by the National Park Service under the 
supervision of the Secretary of the Interior. Properties listed in the National Register 
include districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that are significant in American 
history, architecture, archaeology, engineering, and culture. Recognition of these 
resources is intended to contribute to an understanding of the historical and cultural 
foundations of the nation. 

 
     The National Register's criteria for evaluating the significance of properties, which 
were developed to recognize the accomplishments of all peoples who made a contribution 
to the country's history and heritage, state the following: 
 
     The quality of significance in American history, architecture, archaeology, engineer-
ing, and culture is present in districts, sites, buildings, structures, and objects that possess 
integrity in location, design, setting, materials, workmanship, feeling, association and:  

 
a) that are associated with events that have made a significant contribution to the           
      broad patterns of our history; or 
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b) that are associated with the lives of persons significant in our past; or 
c) that embody the distinctive characteristics of a type, period, or method of 

construction, or that represent the work of  a master, or that possess high artistic 
values, or that represent a significant and distinguishable entity whose components 
may lack individual distinction; or 

d) that have yielded, or may be likely to yield, information important in prehistory or         
       history. 

 
     Using these criteria, survey personnel personally inspected all listed sites and ensured 
that all properties likely to be found eligible for the National Register were included. 
 
     Applying the criteria as outlined above, I identified 25 sites that meet all requirements. 
These sites consist of:   
 
 11 buildings. 
 
   8  SAR, DAR, and Society of the Cincinnati plaques.  
 
   4  Department of Transportation markers erected in 1957. According to state records, 8 
such markers were put up across the state.  
 

               1 wood panel 
 
   1 painting 

 
 

3.2    The Form 
 
     For every historic resource included in this survey, a standard Connecticut Historic 
Resource Inventory form or an Outdoor Sculpture form was prepared according to 
guidelines specified by the Connecticut Historical Commission, the state agency 
responsible for historic preservation. Much of the form is descriptive and was filled out 
by the survey field workers on site. Later, using the records of the town tax assessors, 
names and addresses of property owners were added. Although many items are self-
explanatory, several of the form's specific entries require further explanation: 
 
Inventory Number.  Each inventoried property is assigned an inventory number, which 
appears on the form and the slides. Site profiles and inventoried properties are arranged 
chronologically according to the marching sequence. Street names and street numbers are 
recorded as they appear in town records. 

 
Historic Name.  The historic name serves as a shorthand for indicating the site's 
significance. In the case of commercial buildings, churches, and public buildings, the 
historic name is straightforward and represents the building's earliest known use. With 
houses, the historic name is usually the name of the family that built it or who lived there 
for many years. In some cases the name of the earliest owner could not be determined. 
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Style. In determining the styles of buildings, the survey personnel attempted to use 
commonly accepted terms, following closely A Field Guide to American Houses by 
Virginia and Lee McAlester. The most frequently used stylistic designations are: 
 
       Colonial (1700-1820). Colonial is used for the traditional architecture of the 
eighteenth century, characterized by a central chimney, clapboard siding, multi-light 
divided sash, windows, and (usually) a symmetrical five-bay façade. 

 
       Federal (1780-1830). Federal-style buildings are distinguished chiefly by the 
elegance of their decorative features, which include fanlights in the gables and over 
doorways, fancy cornices with elaborate moldings, and pilasters. 
 
Date. Dates of construction are based on architectural evidence, information from 
primary and secondary sources (see bibliography), research files maintained by the 
Connecticut Historical Commission, original research in primary sources, and other 
historical documentation. The forms generally indicated the reason for ascribing a 
particular date to a building or site.  

 
Materials.  In cases where cement or other types of facing were applied to underpinnings 
it was not possible to determine, without access to cellars or scraping away the cement 
from the foundation of a monument, what the actual foundation materials were. 
"Asbestos siding" was checked off for houses with any type of rigid composition 
shingles; however, many of these are wood-pulp products containing no asbestos. 

 
Dimensions.  Building and monument dimensions are either taken from Tax Assessor's 
street cards or were determined by measuring the object itself in the field. The dimension 
of the elevation facing the street is given first. 

 
Condition. Without extensive analysis, it was not possible to assess professionally the 
structural condition of any building. The judgment on the form is based simply on the 
external condition of the building, and the form's box denoting "good" was checked for 
any structure lacking obvious problems such as sagging walls. "Good" means that 
everything about the exterior appeared in order; "Fair" means that there were some 
problems (badly peeled paint, cracked siding, missing roof shingles, rust stains, deep 
scratches on plaques, missing fastening bolts, etc.) which, if left unchecked, could lead to 
damage. "Deteriorated" was used for sites with severe exterior problems. 
 
Threats to Buildings and Sites.  Unless the survey personnel had direct knowledge of a 
specific threat, "None known" was checked. 

 
     Besides the descriptive part of the form, which is amplified under "Other Notable 
Features" on the reverse side, the form asks for historical and architectural significance as 
assessed by several standards: 1) Does the building or monument retain most of its 
original material? 2) To what extent does it embody a particular style or theory of 
architecture or visual/decorative arts? 3) How does it compare with other examples in 
Connecticut? 4) Is it in any way particularly beautiful, unusual, or inventive? Answers to 
these and similar questions put the building, site or monument in its context as an 
expression of architecture or art at the time it was constructed. 
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