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    Revolution on land met its measure at sea, where command of distant routes, ports, and commerce shaped the fortunes of nations as surely as any assembly or army.

Alfred Thayer Mahan’s The Influence of Sea Power upon the French Revolution and Empire, 1793–1812 endures as a classic because it crystallizes a big idea with unusual clarity: maritime strength is not a backdrop to history but its architecture. Few historical studies have so forcefully connected policy, economics, and military technique into a single, persuasive narrative. Its arguments helped define the language of modern strategy, entered professional curricula, and informed public debates about national power. As a result, the book continues to be cited, contested, and taught, anchoring a tradition of scholarship that treats the sea as a decisive arena of statecraft.

The author, Alfred Thayer Mahan, was a United States naval officer and educator writing in the late nineteenth century, and this two-volume work appeared in 1892. Covering the period from 1793 to 1812, it investigates how maritime policy and naval operations intersected with the upheavals of the French Revolution and the rise of empire. Mahan’s purpose was to demonstrate that command of sea communications—sustained by institutions, industry, and prudence—can determine the prospects of a state in war and peace. He organizes a broad canvas of actors and theaters to show how strategy at sea aligns with national aims.

Readers encounter a study that moves from high policy to the practicalities of fleets, convoys, and blockades, tracing how governments sought to protect or disrupt trade and how that effort reverberated across alliances, finances, and logistics. Mahan situates naval decisions alongside domestic politics and international rivalries, emphasizing the cumulative effects of preparation and organization. He surveys European waters and global outposts, attentive to geography, resources, and maritime habits. Without narrowing to a single campaign, the book distills patterns—how sea-based pressure can isolate, how threats to commerce strain treasuries, and how sustained readiness yields strategic leverage over time.

Mahan’s method combines narrative momentum with analytical principles. He compares opposing policies, weighs choices about concentration or dispersal of forces, and considers the balance between seeking decisive engagements and preserving the arteries of trade. Throughout, he ties operational details to national character, institutions, and leadership, arguing that sea power rests as much on merchant shipping, shipbuilding, and coherent policy as on battle fleets. The study proceeds with careful attention to evidence and cause, yet it retains an accessible cadence, guiding readers through complexity without obscuring the central contention: maritime control is a strategic condition, not a single event.

This work is part of a broader project that began with The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660–1783, and it extends those insights into an age convulsed by revolution and imperial ambition. Its classic status derives not only from scope but from timing: written before the twentieth century’s wars, it informed how naval officers and statesmen thought about expansion, deterrence, and coalition warfare. The book circulated widely, shaped professional education in multiple countries, and helped frame pre–First World War debates about fleets, finance, and diplomacy. Its terms—sea control, communications, and commerce protection—entered strategic vernacular and stayed there.

In literature and scholarship, the book’s influence has been both direct and dialogic. Naval historians and strategic theorists built upon Mahan’s categories, while others refined or challenged aspects of his emphasis on fleets and decisive action. Scholars such as Julian Corbett engaged closely with these arguments, developing complementary perspectives on maritime operations and the linkage between naval and joint strategy. Beyond academe, the book informed public discourse about maritime identity and national policy, enriching histories of the age of sail and shaping how later authors depicted oceans as dynamic theatres where economics, technology, and political will converge.

Key facts frame its continuing appeal. Mahan writes as a professional observer who seeks to educate rather than merely to entertain, distilling complex policy debates into tractable principles without reducing their nuance. He addresses the Mediterranean, Atlantic, and wider colonial arenas; he analyzes ministries and admiralties as carefully as admirals; he relates revenue, shipyards, and navigation laws to operational outcomes. Above all, he shows how maritime choices accumulate, yielding advantages or constraints that outlast any single season. The work neither venerates nor dismisses continental power; instead, it insists that sea power must be weighed alongside it in any coherent grand strategy.

The prose is measured yet vivid in its evocation of storms, harbors, and the patience of blockade, and it sketches the temper of commanders without lapsing into gossip. Mahan’s portraits serve analysis: leadership decisions are presented as nodes in a web of policy, geography, and capacity. He writes with a teacher’s cadence, repeating essential terms so they become tools in the reader’s hands. The result is a study that feels both narrative and didactic, accessible to general readers while rigorous enough for professionals, and thus capable of bridging disciplinary boundaries across history, political science, and strategic studies.

For contemporary audiences, the book is strikingly relevant. It illuminates how control of sea lanes underpins trade, finance, and diplomacy; how coercion at sea can be gradual yet decisive; and how alliances amplify maritime leverage. Students of policy will recognize familiar dilemmas—prioritizing procurement, securing distant bases, balancing risk—that recur in modern contexts. While technologies have transformed ships and sensors, the logic of communications, logistics, and economic warfare remains recognizable. Readers interested in global competition, supply chains, and the security of chokepoints will find in Mahan a framework to interpret today’s headlines with historical depth and strategic coherence.

Its themes are capacious: the interdependence of naval and commercial strength; the translation of national purpose into institutions; the friction between short-term expediency and long-term preparation; the influence of geography on policy; and the moral dimension of command and public will. Mahan links domestic stability and maritime competence, underscoring how budgets, training, and administration embody political priorities. He also shows that endurance often outweighs spectacle—sustained presence, maintenance, and prudence can shape outcomes just as surely as battles. Such insights give the book intellectual breadth beyond the period it studies, inviting readers to see the ocean as both medium and measure of power.

The Influence of Sea Power upon the French Revolution and Empire, 1793–1812 endures because it marries narrative sweep with analytical rigor, revealing how maritime strength conditions the choices of states in crisis and recovery alike. It asks readers to think structurally about power—how ships, trade, policy, and geography intertwine—while keeping human decision at the center. As an examination of strategy, an education in statecraft, and a meditation on endurance, it remains engaging and indispensable. Its lessons reward careful reading and re-reading, offering durable understanding of past upheavals and a steady lens through which to view the maritime questions of our own time.
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    Alfred Thayer Mahan’s study examines how maritime strength shaped the wars of the French Revolution and the Napoleonic era from 1793 to 1812. As a sequel to his earlier work on 1660–1783, it applies a strategic lens to show how control of sea lanes, fleets, bases, and commerce influenced outcomes on land and sea. Mahan traces the interplay between national policy, economic endurance, and naval operations, emphasizing Britain’s sustained command of the sea. The narrative proceeds chronologically, reviewing campaigns in the Atlantic, Mediterranean, Baltic, and overseas colonies, and distilling how sea power constrained French initiatives while enabling coalitions to persist and project force.

Beginning with the outbreak of war in 1793, Mahan outlines the maritime balance: Revolutionary France reorganizing after upheaval, Britain mobilizing under Pitt, and other European powers adjusting fleets and trade. He describes geographic factors and key bases—Gibraltar, the Channel approaches, the West Indies, and Mediterranean ports—that framed strategic choices. Early British aims prioritized commerce protection, blockade of French arsenals, and support of allies, while France sought to safeguard grain imports and sustain colonial revenues. The author introduces his core elements of sea power—merchant shipping, naval strength, secure harbors, and national institutions—arguing that these conditions shaped the tempo and possibilities of the coming campaigns.

Initial operations highlight the pressures of supply and the reach of navies. In the Atlantic, convoy warfare culminated in 1794 with the battle known as the Glorious First of June, where British fleet action intersected with France’s vital grain convoy. In the Mediterranean, the episode at Toulon illustrated the risks of coalition coordination and the difficulties of holding hostile ports. Simultaneously, campaigns in the West Indies targeted sugar islands, reflecting the link between colonial wealth and naval resources. Mahan uses these events to show how blockades, commerce protection, and capture of strategic positions started to tilt the maritime balance despite France’s revolutionary mobilization.

As the war lengthened, British strategy combined close blockade with selected fleet engagements. The period saw actions off Cape St. Vincent against Spain and the decisive defeat of the Dutch fleet at Camperdown, neutralizing a potential northern threat. Mahan underscores the Spithead and Nore mutinies of 1797 as an operational crisis that could have opened the Channel, yet discipline and leadership restored effectiveness. Continued surveillance of Brest and Cadiz confined enemy squadrons, limiting their ability to unite. The Mediterranean remained contested, with shifting positions in Corsica and Italy, while commerce raiding and countermeasures tested convoy systems and the resilience of national economies.

Napoleon’s expedition to Egypt redirected the focus to the eastern Mediterranean, where the British victory at the Nile severed French communications and altered regional control. Mahan highlights the importance of bases such as Malta and the interplay of Ottoman, Russian, and British interests. Concurrently, disputes over neutral rights produced the League of Armed Neutrality in the Baltic; British operations at Copenhagen in 1801 asserted control of northern sea routes. The chapter on the Peace of Amiens assesses the temporary pause as an unstable settlement, with both sides reassessing fleets, finances, and colonial holdings, setting conditions for renewed conflict over invasion threats and oceanic trade.

With hostilities resumed in 1803, France concentrated coastal flotillas and battle fleets to cover a cross-Channel invasion. Mahan traces British close blockades, watchful cruising, and the counter-strategy of dispersing and pursuing enemy squadrons. The combined Franco-Spanish breakout, transatlantic maneuvers, and return to European waters culminated in Trafalgar, eliminating the immediate invasion danger and confirming British tactical and strategic superiority. He stresses that decisive control arose not only from battle but from sustained pressure: intelligence, logistics, and station-keeping that denied the enemy freedom of movement. The result secured Britain’s home waters and preserved the maritime foundation for continued coalition warfare.

After Trafalgar, the contest shifted toward economic war. British Orders in Council tightened blockades and regulated neutral trade, while Napoleon’s Continental System attempted to exclude British goods from European markets. Mahan analyzes the effects on shipping, finance, and diplomacy, including frictions with the United States over maritime rights. Overseas, Britain seized or defended key nodes—such as the Cape of Good Hope and positions in the West Indies and Indian Ocean—ensuring global communications and convoy routes. These measures maintained British credit and coalition subsidies, while restricting French access to naval stores and colonial revenues, reinforcing the asymmetry between command of the sea and continental control.

The Iberian Peninsula became a major theater supported by sea power. British forces landed, supplied, and rotated through secure ports, enabling sustained operations despite shifting fronts. The preemptive action at Copenhagen in 1807 removed a potential fleet from French influence, clarifying the Baltic balance and naval stores supply. Spain’s turn against Napoleon altered maritime alignments, opening additional harbors and coastal routes. In the Mediterranean, British bases facilitated blockades and expeditions, while colonial campaigns further reduced French overseas presence. Mahan emphasizes that France’s difficulty in training crews, provisioning fleets, and breaking blockades left it unable to contest maritime control as the war approached 1812.

In conclusion, Mahan argues that British sea power—comprising fleets, commerce, bases, and coherent policy—framed the entire struggle from 1793 to 1812. It prevented invasion, protected trade, and enabled Britain to finance allies and project force to decisive theaters, while constraining French strategy and weakening imperial ambitions. The work links major battles and blockades to institutional readiness and geographic advantage, highlighting leaders such as Jervis and Nelson within a broader system. By tracing campaigns chronologically and across oceans, Mahan presents sea power as a determining factor in the era’s outcomes and as a strategic instrument whose influence extended beyond naval combat.
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    Alfred Thayer Mahan’s study is set during the age of sail between 1793 and 1812, when the French Revolution and the rise of Napoleon transformed European politics and warfare. The relevant theater spans the English Channel, the Atlantic approaches, the Mediterranean, the Baltic, the Caribbean, and the Indian Ocean. Maritime chokepoints such as the Straits of Gibraltar, the Sound, and the Nile Delta framed strategy. The period saw mass mobilization ashore, yet decisive leverage often came from sea control, convoys, and blockades. Britain’s insular geography, robust finance, and navy confronted French revolutionary energy redirected toward imperial expansion, producing a prolonged maritime-strategic duel.

The technology and institutions were those of the late eighteenth-century sailing navy: ships of the line fighting in ordered formations, copper-sheathed hulls enabling sustained cruising, carronades, improved gunnery drills, and signal books coordinating fleets. Key bases included Portsmouth, Plymouth, and Chatham in Britain; Brest and Toulon in France; Cádiz and Cartagena in Spain; and Gibraltar and Malta as British advanced posts. Naval stores flowed from the Baltic—timber, hemp, pitch—while grain, sugar, and colonial staples crossed the Atlantic. Mahan focuses on how these geographies and supplies, and the politics of coalition war, shaped operations and grand strategy from the French Republic through the Napoleonic Empire.

The French Revolutionary Wars began in 1792; after the execution of Louis XVI in January 1793, France faced the First Coalition of Britain, Austria, Prussia, Spain, and others. Britain entered the conflict in 1793 and moved immediately to blockade Brest and patrol the Channel, seeking to constrain French fleets and commerce. French naval leadership, purged by revolutionary politics, struggled to rebuild cohesion. Mahan connects these opening maneuvers to the central concept of command of the sea: Britain’s rapid establishment of cruising squadrons in the Channel and Atlantic foreshadowed the economic pressure and operational reach that would shape land campaigns across Europe.

The Siege of Toulon (1793) and the British interlude in Corsica (1794–1796) reveal the Mediterranean’s importance. Royalist Toulon admitted an Anglo-Spanish fleet, but a young Napoleon Bonaparte orchestrated artillery positions that forced an Allied evacuation in December 1793, restoring a French base for the Mediterranean fleet. In 1794 Britain seized Corsica, briefly using it as an advanced base before abandoning it amid local politics and mounting costs. Mahan uses these episodes to show how secure harbors and insular strongpoints—Toulon, Corsica, and later Malta—were essential for sustained naval presence, logistics, and the projection of military power ashore in the Mediterranean.

The Glorious First of June (1794) pitted Admiral Lord Howe against Admiral Villaret-Joyeuse in the Atlantic as France sought to escort a vital grain convoy from America. Howe’s fleet won a clear tactical victory, capturing several ships of the line on 1 June 1794, yet the French convoy largely reached port, easing famine pressures. Mahan underscores the distinction between battle and strategy: decisive sea power lies not simply in captured hulls but in safeguarding or interrupting the flow of commerce and supplies. The episode embodies his argument that maritime logistics—and their protection—determine political resilience in protracted war.

The 1796 Treaty of San Ildefonso brought Spain into alliance with France, transforming the balance in European waters. France and Spain attempted to cover invasion schemes against Britain, notably the ill-fated Bantry Bay expedition (December 1796–January 1797) under General Hoche, where storms scattered the French fleet off Ireland, and the minor French landing at Fishguard in Wales (February 1797) that quickly surrendered. Mahan presents these as object lessons: hostile intent and coastal flotillas could not compensate for British cruising squadrons, weather mastery, and seamanship. The Channel remained effectively a British moat when supported by ready fleets and disciplined blockade tactics.

The crisis of 1797 tested British naval cohesion. The Royal Navy defeated Spain at Cape St. Vincent (14 February 1797), where Admiral Jervis and Commodore Nelson captured four ships of the line, disrupting a Franco-Spanish junction. That spring, mutinies at Spithead and the Nore exposed strains from pay, provisions, and discipline, yet the fleet returned to duty quickly. In October, Admiral Duncan routed the Batavian fleet at Camperdown (11 October 1797), capturing most enemy ships. Mahan links these events to institutional resilience: Britain’s naval administration and professional cadre restored order and preserved sea control despite acute internal and external pressures.

The Battle of the Nile (Aboukir Bay, 1–2 August 1798) followed Napoleon’s expedition to Egypt, intended to menace British India and reshape Mediterranean politics. Admiral Nelson found Admiral Brueys’s fleet at anchor and attacked at dusk, doubling the French line and fighting through the night. The French flagship, Orient, exploded; most of the French ships of the line were destroyed or captured. Napoleon’s army was stranded, and with Ottoman and British coordination the Mediterranean balance shifted. Mahan treats the Nile as a classic of operational intelligence, aggressive maneuver, and positional strategy: the destruction of a fleet ashore transformed an entire continental campaign.

Post-Nile, British forces reduced French strongholds and secured bases. Malta, seized by France in 1798, revolted and endured blockade until capitulation to the British in September 1800; it became a cornerstone of British Mediterranean logistics. In 1799–1800, Ottoman and British naval power frustrated Napoleon’s Syrian campaign at Acre, aided by Commodore Sidney Smith’s defense. Minorca, captured by Britain in 1798, served as another station until returned under the Treaty of Amiens (1802). Mahan reads these operations as proof that permanent command of the sea rests on a chain of fortified ports and the ability to interdict enemy coastal movements.

The Battle of Copenhagen (2 April 1801) unfolded amid the Second League of Armed Neutrality—Russia, Denmark-Norway, Sweden, and Prussia—formed to resist British searches of neutral shipping. Nelson attacked the anchored Danish line, compelling a local armistice; after Tsar Paul I’s assassination, Alexander I moderated Russia’s stance and the league dissolved. The Baltic’s naval stores—masts, timber, hemp—were existential for Britain’s shipbuilding. Mahan emphasizes that sea power depends on diplomacy and preemption as much as gunnery: denying adversaries access to fleets and materials, while securing one’s own supplies, preserved blockading strength and sustained operations far from home waters.

The Treaty of Amiens (March 1802) brought a brittle peace; war resumed in May 1803. Napoleon massed a flotilla at Boulogne and built coastal defenses, while Britain mobilized Sea Fencibles, militias, and Martello towers. The Royal Navy instituted close blockades of Brest and Toulon, maintaining continuous sea watch. French attempts to concentrate fleets for cross-Channel cover repeatedly failed. Mahan uses this phase to stress that invasion plans collapse when the defender commands the approaches: cruisers, frigates, and battle squadrons, supplied by efficient dockyards and finance, made the Channel a denied zone, forcing France into attritional and indirect maritime strategies.

Trafalgar (21 October 1805) crystallizes the book’s central thesis. Admiral Nelson, with 27 ships of the line, broke the combined Franco-Spanish fleet of 33 under Villeneuve off Cape Trafalgar, using two perpendicular columns to pierce and envelop. The enemy lost most of its ships captured or destroyed; Nelson was killed at the moment of victory. Britain secured uncontested oceanic command, preventing any viable French invasion and framing all subsequent campaigns. Mahan devotes exceptional detail to Trafalgar as a synthesis of leadership, training, weather gage, and strategic purpose: battle served policy by removing the only instrument that could overturn British maritime supremacy.

The sustained blockade system from 1803 to 1812 is the war’s sinew. Off Brest, Cornwallis’s squadrons maintained a near-permanent presence; off Toulon, Nelson and successors shadowed every sortie, culminating in long chases across the Atlantic in 1805. Britain kept more than a hundred ships of the line and numerous frigates in commission, enabled by coppering, improved victualling, rotating crews, and global bases from Gibraltar to the West Indies. Convoy systems reduced losses to privateers, while commerce protection underwrote credit and taxation. Mahan argues that this relentless pressure immobilized French fleets, starved arsenals, and allowed Britain to project power ashore at chosen points.

After Trafalgar, the struggle shifted to economic warfare. Napoleon’s Berlin (1806) and Milan (1807) Decrees instituted the Continental System, closing European ports to British trade; London replied with the Orders in Council (1807), tightening blockades and licensing. Neutral shipping—especially American—was squeezed, prompting the U.S. Embargo Act (1807) and tensions leading toward the War of 1812. Russia vacillated, given dependence on Baltic exports. Mahan connects these measures to sea power’s fiscal dimension: Britain’s navy enforced maritime exclusion and sustained customs revenues, while France’s continental embargo exposed the limits of land power to control oceanic commerce.

The Peninsular War (1808–1814) revealed Britain’s ability to move, supply, and, when necessary, evacuate armies by sea. The Royal Navy covered Sir John Moore’s retreat and evacuation at Corunna (January 1809), maintained the Cádiz lifeline during the 1810–1812 siege, and landed supplies supporting Wellington’s advances from Portugal. Not all expeditions succeeded: the Walcheren Expedition (July–December 1809) sent roughly 39,000 troops to the Scheldt to neutralize Antwerp; disease—“Walcheren fever”—disabled tens of thousands and the force withdrew. Mahan uses these cases to show maritime mobility’s promise and limits: control of sea lanes enables strategy, but cannot redeem ill-judged objectives.

The book functions as a political critique by exposing how revolutionary and imperial France undervalued sustained seaborne logistics, naval professionalism, and coalition maritime diplomacy. Mahan contrasts centralized improvisation in Paris with Britain’s steady naval finance, dockyard management, and blockading discipline, arguing that social order and credit rested on protected commerce. He highlights the 1797 mutinies to critique British manpower and welfare practices, yet shows institutional reform restoring cohesion. The work thereby indicts policies that pursued invasion fantasies and commerce raiding while neglecting fleet training, bases, and shipbuilding—structural weaknesses that left France vulnerable to economic strangulation and strategic isolation.

Mahan also frames sea power as a lens on social hierarchies and international coercion. Impressment, prize-taking, and the treatment of neutrals reveal the era’s labor inequities and the burdens imposed on maritime communities. The Copenhagen seizures (1801, 1807) and pressures on Portugal and Spain illustrate how great powers subordinated small states to oceanic strategy. Economic warfare punished artisans and merchants across Europe, including in France’s own ports, while colonial contests—from the Caribbean to the Indian Ocean—tied naval victories to plantation and mercantile systems. By tracing these consequences, the book critiques the period’s geopolitical choices and their social costs as inseparable from naval policy.
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    Alfred Thayer Mahan (1840–1914) was an American naval officer, historian, and strategist whose writings reshaped modern understandings of maritime power. Active in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, he argued that control of sea communications underpinned national strength, prosperity, and security. His work fused operational experience with historical analysis, making naval history consequential for policy. Read internationally and debated vigorously, his ideas influenced fleet design, basing, and foreign policy in multiple countries. Though his conclusions were not universally accepted, the scale of his impact made him one of the most consequential military thinkers produced by the United States.

Raised in a milieu attentive to military affairs, Mahan studied briefly at Columbia College before entering the United States Naval Academy, graduating on the eve of the Civil War. He served with the Union Navy, gaining firsthand experience in blockade duty and blue-water operations that shaped his later reflections on commerce, logistics, and command. An assiduous reader, he absorbed classical and modern strategic literature, notably Antoine-Henri Jomini, and engaged deeply with British naval histories. The intellectual companionship of professional educators and historians, later including Sir John Knox Laughton, oriented him toward rigorous archival study as the basis for strategic argument.

After varied postwar assignments at sea and ashore, Mahan joined the newly established Naval War College at Newport in the mid-1880s at the invitation of its founder, Stephen B. Luce. As an instructor and later president, he organized courses around historical case studies, maritime economics, and the relationship of fleets to national policy. His lectures coalesced into a comprehensive inquiry into how geography, commerce, and naval force interact in peacetime and war. The War College setting afforded him sustained time to read, write, and debate, turning operational lessons into a durable framework for analyzing strategy and statecraft.

Those lectures produced The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660–1783 (1890), which argued that command of sea lines shaped the fortunes of states. He followed with The Influence of Sea Power upon the French Revolution and Empire, 1793–1812; The Life of Nelson; and Sea Power in Its Relations to the War of 1812, along with programmatic essays such as The Interest of America in Sea Power, Present and Future. Translated and discussed widely, these works entered naval curricula and policy circles in the United States, Britain, Germany, and Japan, making Mahan a central voice in global strategic debate.

At the core of Mahan’s theory was the pursuit of command of the sea: concentrating capital ships to defeat an enemy fleet, safeguarding maritime trade, and sustaining far-flung operations through bases and coaling stations. He linked national prosperity to access to markets and emphasized straits and canals as strategic chokepoints. Though attentive to new weapons, he argued that organization, doctrine, finance, and geography often proved more decisive than technology alone. In The Problem of Asia, he extended these themes to great-power rivalry, urging a stronger American navy and a network of supporting positions to protect commerce and deter conflict.

Mahan’s prominence drew both acclaim and criticism. Admirers credited him with clarifying the relationship between maritime commerce and military policy; detractors contended he undervalued commerce raiding, submarines, and mines, and that history resisted formulaic lessons. He refined his views in subsequent essays and in Naval Strategy. During the Spanish-American War he served in advisory roles in Washington, and he contributed to international legal and arms discussions at the turn of the century. Retiring from active sea duty in the late 1890s, he continued to publish, correspond with officials, and lecture, becoming a prominent public voice on naval affairs.

In his later years, Mahan remained engaged in strategic debates and produced reflective collections alongside studies of earlier naval leaders. He died in 1914. His legacy endures in professional military education and international relations, where "Mahanian" denotes the view that sea power—fleets, bases, and the protection of trade—anchors great-power status. Scholars continue to reassess his arguments in light of airpower, submarines, and contemporary maritime competition, yet his emphasis on geography, logistics, and political economy retains broad relevance. His works are still read for both their historical narrative and for the strategic framework they lend to policy analysis.
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INTRODUCTORY.

Outline of Events in Europe, 1783–1793.

THE ten years following the Peace of Versailles, September 3, 1783, coming between the two great wars of American Independence and of the French Revolution, seem like a time of stagnation. The muttering and heaving which foretold the oncome of the later struggle were indeed to be heard by those whose ears were open, long before 1793. The opening events and violences which marked the political revolution were of earlier date, and war with Austria and Prussia began even in 1792; but the year 1793 stands out with a peculiar prominence, marked as it is by the murder of the king and queen, the beginning of the Reign of Terror, and the outbreak of hostilities with the great Sea Power, whose stubborn, relentless purpose and mighty wealth were to exert the decisive influence upon the result of the war. Untiring in sustaining with her gold the poorer powers of the Continent against the common enemy, dogged in bearing up alone the burden of the war, when one by one her allies dropped away, the year in which Great Britain, with her fleets, her commerce, and her money, rose against the French republic, with its  conquering armies, its ruined navy, and its bankrupt treasury, may well be taken as the beginning of that tremendous strife which ended at Waterloo.

To the citizen of the United States, the war whose results were summed up and sealed in the Treaty of Versailles is a landmark of history surpassing all others in interest and importance. His sympathies are stirred by the sufferings of the many, his pride animated by the noble constancy of the few whose names will be forever identified with the birth-throes of his country. Yet in a less degree this feeling may well be shared by a native of Western Europe, though he have not the same vivid impression of the strife, which, in so distant a land and on so small a scale, brought a new nation to life. This indeed was the great outcome of that war; but in its progress, Europe, India, and the Sea had been the scenes of deeds of arms far more dazzling and at times much nearer home than the obscure contest in America. In dramatic effect nothing has exceeded the three-years siege of Gibraltar, teeming as it did with exciting interest, fluctuating hopes and fears, triumphant expectation and bitter disappointment. England from her shores saw gathered in the Channel sixty-six French and Spanish ships-of-the-line—a force larger than had ever threatened her since the days of the Great Armada, and before which her inferior numbers had to fly, for the first time, to the shelter of her ports. Rodney and Suffren had conducted sea campaigns, fought sea fights, and won sea victories which stirred beyond the common the hearts of men in their day, and which still stand conspicuous in the story of either navy. In one respect above all, this war was distinguished; in the development, on both sides, of naval power. Never since the days of De Ruyter and Tourville had so close a balance of strength been seen upon the seas. Never since the Peace of Versailles to our own day has there been such an approach to equality between the parties to a sea war.


The three maritime nations issued wearied from the strife, as did also America; but the latter, though with many difficulties still to meet, was vigorous in youth and unfettered by bad political traditions. The colonists of yesterday were thoroughly fitted to retrieve their own fortunes and those of their country; to use the boundless resources which Divine Providence had made ready to their hands. It was quite otherwise with France and Spain; while Great Britain, though untouched with the seeds of decay that tainted her rivals, was weighed down with a heavy feeling of overthrow, loss and humiliation, which for the moment hid from her eyes the glory and wealth yet within her reach. Colonial ambition was still at its loftiest height among the nations of Europe, and she had lost her greatest, most powerful colony. Not only the king and the lords, but the mass of the people had set their hearts upon keeping America. Men of all classes had predicted ruin to the Empire if it parted with such a possession; and now they had lost it, wrung from them after a bitter struggle, in which their old enemies had overborne them on the field they called their own, the Sea. The Sea Power of Great Britain had been unequal to the task laid upon it,[1q] and so America was gone. A less resolute people might have lost hope.

If the triumph of France and Spain was proportionate to their rival's loss, this was no true measure of their gains, nor of the relative positions of the three in the years after the war. American Independence profited neither France nor Spain. The latter had indeed won back the Floridas and Minorca; but she had utterly failed before Gibraltar, and Jamaica had not even been attacked. Minorca, as Nelson afterwards said, was always England's when she wanted it. It belonged not to this power or that, but to the nation that controlled the sea; so England retook it in 1798, when her fleets again entered the Mediterranean. France had gained even less than Spain. Her trading  posts in India had been restored; but they, even more than Minorca, were defenceless unless in free communication with and supported by the sea power of the mother-country. In the West Indies she returned to Great Britain more than the latter did to her. "France," says a French historian, "had accomplished the duties of her providential mission" (in freeing America); "her moral interests, the interests of her glory and of her ideas were satisfied. The interests of her material power had been badly defended by her government; the only solid advantage she had obtained was depriving England of Minorca, that curb on Toulon, far more dangerous to us when in their hands than is Gibraltar." [1]

Unfortunately at this moment France was far richer in ideas, moral and political, and in renown, than in solid power. The increasing embarrassment of the Treasury forced her to stay her hand, and to yield to her rival terms of peace utterly beyond what the seeming strength of either side justified. The French navy had reaped glory in the five years of war; not so much, nearly, as French writers claim for it, but still it had done well, and the long contest must have increased the efficiency of its officers along with their growing experience. A little more time only was wanted for France, allied to Spain, to gain lasting results as well as passing fame. This time poverty refused her.

Spain, as for centuries back, still depended for her income almost wholly upon her treasure ships from America. Always risked by war, this supply became more than doubtful when the undisputed control of the sea passed to an enemy. The policy of Spain, as to peace or war, was therefore tied fast to that of France, without whose navy her shipping lay at England's mercy; and, though the national pride clung obstinately to its claim for Gibraltar, it was forced to give way.


Great Britain alone, after all her losses, rested on a solid foundation of strength. The American contest by itself had cost her nearly £100,000,000, and rather more than that amount had during the war been added to the national debt; but two years later this had ceased to increase, and soon the income of the State was greater than the outgo. Before the end of 1783, the second William Pitt, then a young man of twenty-four, became prime minister. With genius and aims specially fitted to the restorative duties of a time of peace, the first of British finance ministers in the opinion of Mr. Gladstone, [2] he bent his great powers to fostering the commerce and wealth of the British people. With firm but skilful hand he removed, as far as the prejudices of the day would permit and in the face of much opposition, the fetters, forged by a mistaken policy, that hampered the trade of the Empire. Promoting the exchange of goods with other nations, simplifying the collection of taxes and the revenue, he added at once to the wealth of the people and to the income of the State. Although very small in amount, as compared with the enormous figures of later years, the exports and imports of Great Britain increased over fifty per cent between the years 1784 and 1792. Even with the lately severed colonies of North America the same rate of gain, as compared with the trade before the war, held good; while with the old enemy of his father and of England, with France, there was concluded in 1786 a treaty of commerce which was exceedingly liberal for those days, and will, it is said, bear a favorable comparison with any former or subsequent treaty between the two countries. "In the course of little more than three years from Mr. Pitt's acceptance of office as First Lord of the Treasury," says the eulogist of his distinguished rival, Fox, "great commercial and financial reforms had been effected. … The nation overcoming its difficulties, and rising buoyant from depression, began  rapidly to increase its wealth, to revive its spirit, and renew its strength." [3]

Such was the home condition of the British people; but fully to appreciate the advantageous position to which it was rising, in preparation for the great conflict still unforeseen, it must be remembered that all things worked together to centre and retain the political executive power in the hands of Pitt. The feelings of the king, then a very real force in the nation; the confidence of the people, given to his father's son and fixed by the wisdom of his own conduct and the growth of the moneyed prosperity so dear to the British heart; the personal character of his only rival in ability—all combined to commit the political guidance of the State to one man at the great crisis when such unity of action was essential to strength. Whether the great peace minister was equal to the wisest direction of war has been questioned, and has been denied. Certainly it was not the office he himself would have chosen; but it was a great gain for England that she was at this time able to give herself wholly to a single leader. He took office with a minority of one hundred in the House of Commons, held it for two months constantly out-voted, and then dissolving Parliament appealed to the country. The election gave him a majority of over a hundred—a foretaste of the unwavering support he received from the representatives of the people during the early and critical years of the French Revolution, when the yet fluid opinions of the nation were gradually being cast and hardened into that set conviction and determination characteristic of the race.

How different the state of France is well known. The hopeless embarrassment of the finances, hopeless at least under the political and social conditions, the rapid succession of ministers, each sinking deeper in entanglements, the weak character of the king, the conflict of opinions, the  lack of sympathy between classes, all tending to the assembling of the Notables in February, 1787, and the yet more pregnant meeting of the States General, May 4, 1789, which was the beginning of the end. France was moneyless and leaderless.

But while the Western countries of Europe were by these circumstances disposed or constrained to wish for the continuance of peace, restlessness showed itself in other quarters and in ways which, from the close relations of the European States, disquieted the political atmosphere. The Austrian Netherlands and Holland, Poland and Turkey, the Black Sea and the Baltic, became the scene of diplomatic intrigues and of conflicts, which, while they did not involve the great Western Powers in actual war, caused them anxiety and necessitated action.

The Empress-Queen of Austria and Hungary, Maria Theresa, had died in 1780. Her son, the Emperor Joseph II., came to the throne in the prime of life, and with his head full of schemes for changing and bettering the condition of his dominions. In 1781, the weakness of Holland being plainly shown by her conduct of the war with Great Britain, and the other countries having their hands too full to interfere, he demanded and received the surrender of the fortified towns in the Austrian Netherlands; which, under the name of the "barrier towns," had been held and garrisoned by Holland since the Peace of Utrecht in 1713, as a bridle upon the ambition of France. At the same time the circumstances of the great maritime contest, which during the American Revolution covered all the seas of Europe, impelled every neutral nation having a seaboard to compete for the carrying trade. Holland for a time had shared this profit with the nations of the North; but when Great Britain, rightly or wrongly, forced her into war, the trade which had been carried on through Holland and her great rivers reaching into the heart of Germany, being denied its natural channel, sought a new one through the  Austrian Netherlands by the port of Ostend. The growth of the latter, like that of Nassau during the Civil War in the United States, was forced and unhealthy—due not to natural advantages but to morbid conditions; but it fostered the already strong wish of the emperor for a sea power which no other part of his dominions could give.

This movement of Belgian commerce was accelerated by the disappearance of the British carrying trade. As in the days of Louis XIV., before he had laid up his ships-of-the-line, so in the American War the cruisers and privateers of the allies, supported by the action of the combined fleets occupying the British navy, preyed ravenously on British shipping. In the days of the elder Pitt it had been said that commerce was made to live and thrive by war; but then the French great fleets had left the sea, and British armed ships protected trade and oppressed the enemy's cruisers. Between 1778 and 1783 Great Britain was fully engaged on every sea, opposing the combined fleets and protecting as far as she could her colonies. "This untoward state of things reduced the English merchants to difficulties and distresses, with respect to the means of carrying on their trade, which they had never experienced in any other war. Foreign vessels were used for the conveyance of their goods, and the protection of a foreign flag for the first time sought by Englishmen." [4] The writer forgot the days of Jean Bart, Duguay-Trouin, and Forbin; we may profitably note that like conditions lead to like results.

Thus, while America was struggling for life, and the contests of England, France, and Spain were heard in all quarters of the world, Netherland ships showed abroad on every sea the flag of an inland empire, and Ostend grew merrily; but if the petty port and narrow limits thus throve, how should the emperor bear to see the great city of Antwerp, with its noble river and its proud commercial  record, shut up from the sea as it had been since the Treaty of Westphalia? His discontent was deep and instant; but it was the misfortune of this prince that he took in hand more than his own capacity and the extent of his estates would let him complete. His attention being for the moment diverted to southeastern Europe, where Austria and Russia were then acting in diplomatic concert against the Porte, the question of Antwerp was dropped. Before it could be resumed, the Peace of Versailles had left Great Britain, France, and Holland—all so vitally interested in whatever concerned Belgium—free, though loath, to enter into a new contention. Matters having been for the time arranged with Turkey, the emperor again in 1784 renewed his demands, alleging, after the manner of statesmen, several collateral grievances, but on the main issue saying roundly that "the entire and free navigation of the Scheldt from Antwerp to the sea was a sine qua non" to any agreement.

The arguments—commercial, political, or founded on treaty—which were in this instance urged for or against the natural claim of a country to use a river passing through its own territory, to the sea that washes its shores, are not here in question; but it is important to analyze the far-reaching interests at stake, to note the bearing of this dispute upon them and so upon the general diplomacy of Europe, and thereby trace its intimate connection with that Sea Power whose influence upon the course of history at this period it is our aim to weigh. Though modified in expression by passing events, and even at times superficially reversed, like natural currents checked and dammed by contrary winds, these underlying tendencies—being dependent upon permanent causes—did not cease to exist during the storm of the Revolution. Ever ready to resume their course when the momentary opposition was removed, the appreciation of them serves to explain apparent contradictions, produced by the conflicts between transient necessity and enduring interests.


From that great centre of the world's commerce where the Scheldt, the Meuse, the Rhine, and the Thames meet in the North Sea, near the Straits of Dover, there then parted two principal lines of trade passing through European waters—through seas, that is, along whose shores were planted many different powers, foreign and possibly hostile to each other. Of these two lines, one ended in the Baltic; the other, after skirting the coasts of France and the Spanish peninsula and running the gantlet of the Barbary corsairs, ended in the Levant or Turkish Seas. The great Empire of Russia, which only made itself felt in the sphere of European politics after the Treaty of Utrecht, in 1713, had since then been moving forward not only its centre, which bore upon the continent of Europe, but also both its wings; one of which touched and overshadowed the Baltic on the North, while the other, through a steady course of pressure and encroachment upon the Turks, had now reached the Black Sea. This advance had been aided by the fixedness with which France and England, through their ancient rivalry and their colonial ambitions, had kept their eyes set upon each other and beyond the Atlantic; but the Peace of Versailles forced the combatants to pause, and gave them time to see other interests, which had been overlooked through the long series of wars waged, between 1739 and 1783, over commerce and colonies. It was then realized that not only had Russia, in the past half-century, advanced her lines by the partition of Poland and by taking from Sweden several provinces on the Baltic, but also that she had so added to her influence upon the Black Sea and over the Turkish Empire by successive aggressions, wresting bits of territory and establishing claims of interference in behalf of Turkish subjects, as to make her practical supremacy in Eastern waters a possibility of the future.

The Western Question, as it may fitly be called, had been settled by the birth of a new nation, destined to  greatness and preponderance in the western hemisphere; the Eastern Question, phrase now so familiar, soon loomed on the horizon. Was it to receive a like solution? Was a great nation, already close to the spot, to win a position of exceptional advantage for dominating in eastern waters as America must do in western? for it must be remembered that, although the Levant was then only the end of a European trade route, both the history of the past and the well understood possibilities of the future pointed to it as one of the greatest centres of commerce, and therefore of human interest and political influence, in the world. The Levant and Egypt had then, and still keep, the same interest that is now being felt in the Isthmus of Panama and the Caribbean; and it is hard to imagine a more threatening condition of naval power than the possession of the Black Sea and its impregnable entrance, by a vigorous nation, so close to the Eastern highway of the world. The position in 1783 was the more dangerous from the close alliance and respective abilities of the rulers of Austria and Russia; the cool-headed and experienced Catharine, through her influence on her weaker colleague, directing the resources of both empires in a path most favorable to Russia.

The tendency of Russian growth, and the historic events which marked its progress, were, of course, well enough known in England long before; but there is a difference between knowing facts and realizing their full meaning. Circumstances alter cases; and men's minds, when strongly bent one way, do not heed what is passing elsewhere. Hence, in 1785, we find the attitude of Great Britain toward Russia very different from that of fifteen years earlier, when the empress and the Porte were at war. In 1770, British officers commanded Russian fleets and ships, and a British admiral had leave to take a place in the Russian Admiralty, with the promise of his home rank being restored to him. The Czarina sent a  fleet of twenty sail-of-the-line from the Baltic to the Levant. They stopped and refitted in Spithead; Russian soldiers were landed and camped ashore to refresh themselves; English sergeants of marines were employed to drill them; a Russian eighty-gun ship, flying the flag of an Anglo-Russian admiral, was docked in Portsmouth and cut down to improve her sailing qualities. Thus comforted and strengthened they sailed for the Mediterranean; and, receiving further damage from the poor seamanship of their crews, they were again fitted at Port Mahon—then an English dockyard—for action in the Levant. [5] When, among the hard knocks of the two following years, the Russians destroyed a Turkish fleet of fifteen ships-of-the-line in a port of Asia Minor, British lieutenants commanded the fire-ships, and a British commodore the covering squadron.

To us now, with our remembrance of Kars and Silistria, of the Crimea and Hobart Pasha, of Cyprus and Besika Bay, these things seem like a dream; and the more so, that the Mediterranean powers of the earlier day viewed the Russian approach with ill-concealed mistrust, and laid severe restrictions upon the use of their ports. But Turkey then, though a good friend to Great Britain, was a yet better friend to France; the Turkish alliance had been useful to the latter country by making diversion in her wars with Austria, Great Britain's natural ally; the French were the favored nation by Turkish commercial treaties, and a naval war in eastern waters could not but be injurious to their commerce. Difficulties about trade might even bring about a collision between France and Russia, which at least could do no harm to Great Britain at a time when her rival was known to be steadily building up her navy with a view to revenge past defeats; just as now she is thought to be looking for a day of reckoning with Germany. The Baltic trade was also of immense  value, and the friendship of Russia was necessary thereto. Altogether, in 1770, the Russian nation, notwithstanding the French leanings of the Czarina, was, upon the whole, the friend of Great Britain's friends, and the opponent of her enemies—especially of the one traditional, or, as even generous Englishmen used to say, the natural enemy, France. Russia bore especially against Sweden, Poland, and Turkey; and these it was the consistent aim of the best school of French statesmen to court and strengthen.

But in 1785 a great change had taken place. The war of 1770 had planted Russia firmly on the Black Sea. The treaty of Kainardji in 1774 admitted her trade freely to the Mediterranean—a privilege which other trading nations, in the narrow spirit of the day, considered their own loss. Russian frigates had entered the Dardanelles on their way to the Black Sea; and though the Porte, terrified at the consequences of its action, stopped them at Constantinople, the move was none the less significant. Then there had come, in 1774, the partition of Poland, universally condemned as unrighteous and dangerous to the balance of power, though submitted to by the other States. If Great Britain, though restless over this, saw still some compensation in the injury done to France by the weakening of her allies, and hugged herself with the belief that her insular position made the continental balance of less moment, she had had a severe reminder of Russia's growing strength and power to injure, in the Armed Neutrality of 1780. This unfriendly blow, aimed by a State she had looked upon as almost a natural ally, which she had so greatly helped but ten years before, and which had now chosen the moment of her direst straits to attack what she considered her maritime rights, probably completed the alienation, and opened the eyes of British statesmen to the new danger with which they were threatened by the position of Russia upon the Baltic and close to the Mediterranean.


France, also, had little less interest than England in this condition of things, and certainly felt no less. From the days of Henry IV. and Colbert, and even before, she had looked upon the Levant as peculiarly her own field, the home of a faithful ally, and the seat of a lucrative trade which was almost monopolized by her. Although so far foiled in India, she had not yet lost her hopes of overcoming and replacing the British hold upon that land of fabled wealth, and she understood the important bearing of the Levant and Egypt upon the security of tenure there. It need not then surprise us, in the great maritime war which we are approaching, to find Napoleon—for all his greatness, the child of his generation—amid all the glory and bewildering rush of his famous Italian campaign, planning conquest in Egypt and the East, and Nelson, that personification of the British sea power of his day, fighting his two most brilliant battles in the Levant and in the Baltic. Nor will we be unprepared to see an importance equal to that of Gibraltar and Mahon in former days, now attached to points like Malta, Corfu, Taranto, Brindisi, as well as to Sicily and Egypt, by the statesmen, generals, and admirals, whose counsels directed the military efforts of the belligerents. Many of these points had heretofore lain out of the field of action of the Western Powers, but the rising Eastern Question was bringing them forward.

Nor was it in the Levant alone that questions vitally affecting the rival States awaited solution. The trade interests of the Baltic, as the outlet through which great rivers and the products of immense regions found their way to the world beyond, made its control also an object of importance to both the chief parties in the coming struggle—to Great Britain who strove to drive her enemy off the sea, and to France who wished to shut out hers from the land. But, besides its commercial importance, the secluded character of the sea, the difficulty of the approach—aggravated by the severe climate—and the immense  preponderance in strength of Russia over Sweden and Denmark, made always possible an armed combination such as that of 1780, which was in fact renewed in 1800, seriously threatening the naval supremacy of Great Britain. Such a coalition it was vital to the latter to prevent, and most desirable to her enemy to effect. If formed, it was a nucleus around which readily gathered all other malcontents, dissatisfied with the harsh and overbearing manner in which the great Sea Power enforced what she considered her rights over neutral ships.

The nearness of England to the Baltic made it unnecessary to have naval stations on the way for the repair or shelter of her shipping, but it was most undesirable that the ports and resources of Holland and Belgium, lying close on the flank of the route, and doubly strong in the formidable outworks of shoals and intricate navigation with which nature had protected them, should be under the control of a great hostile power. Jean Bart, and his fellow-privateersmen of a hundred years before, had shown the danger to British shipping from even the third-rate port of Dunkirk, so situated. Where Dunkirk sent squadrons of frigates, Antwerp could send fleets of ships-of-the-line. The appearance of Russia, therefore, and her predominance on the Baltic, made weightier still the interest in the political condition of the Low Countries which, for generations past, Great Britain had felt on account of her commercial relations with them, and through them with Germany; an interest hitherto aroused mainly by the ambition of France to control their policy, if not actually to possess herself of a large part of their territory. She had to fear that which was realized under Napoleon—the conversion of Antwerp into a great naval station, with free access to the sea, and the control of its resources and those of the United Provinces by a strong and able enemy.

Great Britain, therefore, had in 1781 seen with just apprehension the aggressive attitude of Joseph II. toward  the Dutch, and the fall of the "barrier towns." It is true that these fortresses had ceased to afford much protection to Holland, owing to her military decline, but the event emphasized her exposure to France; while the power of Austria to defend her own provinces, or the Dutch, was notoriously less than that of France to attack, owing to the relative distance of the two from the scene, and the danger to troops, on the march from Austria, of being assailed in flank from the French frontier. Now, again, in 1784, she was forced to look with anxiety—less on account of Austria than of France—upon this raising of the question of the Scheldt. There was little cause to fear Austria becoming a great sea power now, when she had held the Netherlands three fourths of a century without becoming such; but there was good reason to dread that the movements in progress might result in increasing her rival's sea power and influence—perhaps even her territory—in the Low Countries. All these things did come to pass, though not under the dying monarchy.

It may be presumed that the wise Catharine of Russia, without in the least foreseeing the approaching French convulsion which shook her plans as well as those of other European rulers, realized the true relations between her country and the Western powers, when she so heartily supported the emperor in his claim for the free navigation of the Scheldt. There was no likelihood then, as there is little likelihood now, that Great Britain and France would act together in the Eastern Question, then too new to outweigh former prejudices or to unite old enemies. If the contention of Austria were successful, Russia would secure a friendly port in a region naturally hostile to her pretensions. If unsuccessful, as things then looked, the result would probably be the extension of French influence in the Netherlands and in the United Provinces; and French gain there meant gain of sea power, with proportionate loss of the same to Great Britain. The empress  could still reckon on their mutual antagonism; while the British navy, and the way in which it was used in war, were more serious dangers to Russia than the French armies. Whatever her reasoning, there is no doubt that at this time her policy was drawing closer to France. The French ministers in the East mediated between her and the Sultan in the unceasing disputes arising from the treaty of Kainardji. A commercial treaty on most favorable terms was concluded with France, while that with Great Britain was allowed to lapse, and its renewal was refused during many years.

Such were the ambitions and the weighty solicitudes, well understood on all hands, which, during the eight years succeeding the emperor's demand for the opening of the Scheldt, underlay and guided the main tendencies of European policy, and continued so to do during the revolutionary wars. The separate events which group themselves round these leading outlines, up to the outbreak of war in 1793, can only be hastily sketched.

Notwithstanding the close family relationship between Louis XVI. and the emperor, the French government looked coldly upon the latter's action in the matter of the Scheldt. The long-standing struggle in the United Provinces between partisans of Great Britain and France was just now marked by the preponderance of the latter, and, consequently, of French influence. As Austria seemed resolved to enforce her claims by war, the king first offered his mediation, and, when that was unavailing, told the emperor he would interpose by arms. His troops were accordingly massed on the Belgian frontier. It was understood that the king of Prussia, who was brother-in-law to the stadtholder, would act with France. Russia, on the other hand, proclaimed her intention to support Austria. Sweden, as the enemy of Russia, began to put ships in commission and enlist soldiers; while from Constantinople came a report that, if war began, the sultan also would  improve so good an opportunity of regaining what he had lately lost. While the quarrel about the Scheldt was thus causing complications in all quarters, an incident occurred upon the chief scene of trouble, which under such conditions might well have precipitated a general war. An Austrian brig was ordered to sail from Antwerp to the sea, to test the intentions of Holland. Upon passing the boundary she was fired upon and brought to by a Dutch armed ship. This happened on the 8th of October, 1784.

Yet after all war did not come, owing to Joseph's volatile attention being again drawn from the matter immediately in hand. He proposed to the elector of Bavaria to take the Netherlands in exchange for his electorate. This transfer, which by concentrating the possessions of Austria would greatly have increased her weight in the Empire, was resisted by the whole Germanic body with Frederic the Great at its head. It therefore came to naught; but the slackening of the emperor's interest in his Scheldt scheme promoted, under French auspices, a peaceful arrangement; which, while involving mutual concessions, left the real question substantially untouched. Its solution was not reached until the storm of the Revolution swept city and river into the arms of the French republic. This compromise was shortly followed by a treaty of the closest alliance between France and the United Provinces, engaging them to mutual support in case of war, fixing the amount of armed ships or men to be furnished, and promising the most intimate co-operation in their dealings with other States. This agreement, which, as far as compacts could, established French preponderance in the councils of Holland, was ratified on Christmas Day, 1785.

This treaty gave rise to serious and regretful consideration in Great Britain; but the growing financial embarrassment and internal disturbance of France were rapidly neutralizing her external exertions. The following years were marked by new combinations and alliances among  States. In 1786 Frederic the Great's death took away an important element in European politics. The quarrel between the two factions in Holland had reached the verge of civil war, when an insult offered by the French party to the wife of the stadtholder, sister to the new king of Prussia, led to an armed interference by this sovereign. In October, 1787, Prussian troops occupied Amsterdam and restored to the stadtholder privileges that had been taken from him. Even France had strongly condemned the act of those who had arrested the princess, and advised ample satisfaction to be given; but, nevertheless, when the French party appealed for aid against the Prussian intervention, she prepared to give it and notified her purpose to Great Britain. The latter, glad again to assert her own influence, replied that she could not remain a quiet spectator, issued immediate orders for augmenting her forces by sea and land, and contracted with Hesse for the supply of twelve thousand troops upon demand. The rapid success of the Prussians prevented any collision; but Great Britain had the gratification, and France the mortification, of seeing re-established the party favorable to the former.

In February, 1787, the Assembly of Notables, which had not met since 1626, was opened by Louis XVI. at Versailles. But the most striking event of this year was the declaration of war against Russia by Turkey, which determined no longer to wait until its enemy was ready before engaging in an inevitable conflict. The Turkish manifesto was sent forth August 24; Russia replied on the 13th of September.

The emperor, as the ally of Russia, declared war against Turkey on the 10th of February, 1788. Operations were carried on by the Austrians around Belgrade and on the Danube. The Russians, bent on extending their power on the Black Sea, invested Oczakow at the mouth and on the right bank of the Dnieper—Kinburn on the left side having already been ceded to them by the treaty of Kainardji.  The czarina also decided to renew in the Mediterranean the diversion of 1770, again sending ships from the Baltic. When the distance and inconvenience of this operation, combined with the entire lack of any naval station in the Mediterranean, are considered in connection with the close proximity of Russia to that sea in mere miles, there will be felt most forcibly her tantalizing position with reference to commerce and sea power, to whose importance she has been keenly alive and to which she has ever aspired since the days of Peter the Great. It is difficult to understand how Russia can be quiet until she has secured an access to the sea not dependent upon the good-will of any other State.

Notwithstanding the many causes of displeasure she had given to Great Britain, Catharine went on with her arrangements as though assured of the good-will and help before received. Pilot boats were engaged to meet the ships in British waters, and take them to British dockyards. Under her orders, British merchants chartered eighteen large ships to convey artillery and stores after the fleet. All these arrangements were quietly frustrated by Pitt's ministry, which forbade seamen to serve in any foreign ships; and, upon the ground that the nation was to be strictly neutral, made the contractors renounce their engagements. Catharine then turned to Holland, which also refused aid, pleading the same purpose of neutrality. This concert of action between the two maritime States forced Russia to abandon so distant an expedition and illustrated the advantage she would have obtained from the emperor's claim to the Scheldt. It was at this time that the celebrated Paul Jones, who had distinguished himself by his desperate courage in the American Revolutionary War, took service in the Russian Navy and was given a high command; but his appointment so
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