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    Empires and republics can contest a continent, yet the issue may hinge on who commands the water that binds distant fronts into a single war. That idea stands at the center of Alfred Thayer Mahan’s Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812, a historical study that treats the conflict not as a series of isolated battles but as a struggle shaped by fleets, trade routes, coastlines, and maritime policy. From its first premise, the book invites readers to look beyond patriotic legend and battlefield anecdote toward the larger forces that determined what nations could attempt, sustain, and ultimately achieve in war.

Mahan’s book holds classic status because it joined rigorous historical inquiry to a commanding interpretive vision. Rather than merely recounting events, it argued for a way of seeing history, one in which naval strength, commerce, and national policy form an interdependent whole. That breadth of conception helped give the work lasting authority in military and political thought, while Mahan’s forceful prose gave it reach beyond specialist readers. The book became part of the larger body of writing through which Mahan shaped modern discussion of sea power, and it remains a touchstone for readers interested in strategy, diplomacy, and the relation between geography and national fate.

Its literary impact lies not in ornament but in structure, scale, and confidence. Mahan writes as a historian who seeks patterns, causes, and consequences, arranging campaigns and decisions within a coherent argument about power at sea. This gives the narrative a seriousness and momentum that have helped preserve its readership long after the immediate controversies of its era faded. The book’s endurance also comes from its ability to unite concrete detail with a broad strategic frame. Readers encounter not only ships and operations, but also a disciplined habit of historical explanation that influenced how later writers approached naval war and statecraft.

The enduring themes of the book extend well beyond the specific war it studies. Mahan is concerned with the relationship between military force and commercial life, between national resources and political choice, and between tactical episodes and larger strategic conditions. He asks readers to consider how control of communication across the sea affects the freedom of action of entire states. Those questions continue to resonate because they address a recurring problem in history: whether a nation can secure its interests by courage and local success alone, or whether broader command of movement, supply, and connection ultimately proves decisive.

Alfred Thayer Mahan was one of the most influential naval thinkers of the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, and this book belongs to the mature phase of his historical writing. Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812 was published in 1905, decades after the conflict it examines. That distance mattered. It allowed Mahan to write not as a participant or near contemporary, but as an analyst drawing on a developed theory of maritime power. The result is a study shaped both by close attention to the Anglo-American war and by a larger intellectual project concerned with naval history in world affairs.

The period of composition is important to understanding the book’s method and significance. By the early twentieth century, questions of naval strength, overseas communication, and international rivalry were pressing concerns for major powers. Mahan’s interpretation of earlier wars therefore carried modern implications for the readers of his own day. Yet the book is not simply a tract for contemporary policy; it is a historical argument grounded in the War of 1812 and in the strategic circumstances that framed it. Mahan uses that conflict to examine how maritime superiority and maritime weakness shape options long before armies meet on land.

At its core, the book’s central premise is that the War of 1812 cannot be properly understood without recognizing the determining influence of sea power. Mahan treats naval operations, commercial disruption, coastal vulnerability, and control of communications as essential elements of the war’s logic. This does not reduce every event to a single cause, but it insists that maritime conditions set limits and create opportunities that states ignore at their peril. Readers are therefore encouraged to see the war as an interconnected contest between Britain and the United States, in which naval realities affected diplomacy, planning, and the conduct of campaigns.

That approach gives the book a distinctive place among histories of the conflict. Many readers first encounter the War of 1812 through dramatic single-ship duels, frontier fighting, or famous episodes on land. Mahan neither dismisses such material nor allows it to define the whole. Instead, he relocates familiar events within a wider system of pressure and movement, asking what they meant in relation to blockade, commerce, and imperial commitments. The value of the book lies partly in this shift of scale. It helps readers move from memorable incidents to the strategic setting that made those incidents possible, constrained, or consequential.

The book also influenced later writers by demonstrating how naval history could illuminate general history rather than remain a narrow technical specialty. Mahan’s example encouraged historians, officers, and political thinkers to treat maritime affairs as central to national development and international rivalry. His work became part of a broader conversation about grand strategy, the uses of fleets, and the relationship between economic life and military power. Even where later scholars have revised, challenged, or complicated his conclusions, they have often done so in dialogue with questions that Mahan helped define with unusual clarity and persistence.

For modern readers, one of the book’s most impressive qualities is its intellectual discipline. Mahan strives to connect policy to capability, and capability to environment, showing that wars are fought not only with valor but with institutions, logistics, and command of movement. This emphasis gives the work a continuing educational value. It teaches readers to look for underlying structures beneath dramatic episodes and to measure military action against the realities of distance, supply, and political purpose. Such habits of thought are part of what has kept the book alive as a classic, even for readers who approach it from outside naval history.

Its lasting appeal also owes something to the subject itself. The War of 1812 sits at the meeting point of national memory, imperial conflict, and maritime competition, making it fertile ground for a writer interested in how local struggles connect to global systems. Mahan’s study offers the satisfaction of both narrative and interpretation: it revisits a formative conflict while asking readers to reconsider what truly drives outcomes in war. Because the book refuses to separate military events from economic and geographic realities, it continues to reward careful reading by anyone interested in how nations convert resources and position into effective power.

That is why Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812 remains more than a period study or a monument of naval scholarship. It speaks to contemporary concerns about trade, strategic chokepoints, national resilience, and the vulnerability of societies linked by sea. In an age still shaped by maritime commerce and contested lines of communication, Mahan’s central insight retains its force. The book endures because it enlarges the reader’s field of vision, showing how wars are shaped by the routes that sustain them and by the power that can protect or sever those routes. Its appeal is therefore both historical and unmistakably present.
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    Alfred Thayer Mahan’s Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812 is a historical and strategic study that examines the conflict between the United States and Great Britain through the lens of naval power. Rather than treating the war mainly as a series of land campaigns, Mahan places maritime strength, commerce, and control of communications at the center of events. He opens by situating the war within the larger struggle created by the Napoleonic era, when British sea dominance and competing claims over neutral trade shaped American grievances. This framing establishes the book’s main concern: how command of the sea influences national policy and military outcomes.

Mahan then turns to the political and economic conditions that preceded the war, emphasizing the tension between American commercial expansion and British maritime policy. He reviews the disputes over neutral rights, trade restrictions, and impressment, showing how these issues emerged from a world in which Britain’s naval struggle with France affected every seafaring nation. In this early analysis, he is less interested in diplomatic rhetoric than in structural realities: relative naval preparedness, dependence on overseas commerce, and the strategic implications of an unequal contest at sea. The opening argument presents the war as a test of whether a weaker naval state could protect its interests against a dominant maritime empire.

From there, the narrative examines the initial balance of forces and the strategic choices available to both sides. Mahan compares fleets, ship types, leadership, and logistical resources, outlining the disparity between the British Royal Navy and the much smaller American naval establishment. At the same time, he notes that limited means do not prevent meaningful action if resources are used intelligently. This section introduces one of the book’s recurring themes: isolated tactical successes can carry political and moral weight, but they must be measured against broader control of trade routes and coasts. The war’s maritime theater is thus presented as both local and global in scope.

The book next considers the early naval encounters that drew wide attention, especially the single-ship actions that shaped public perceptions of the war. Mahan treats these engagements as important but not definitive, using them to explore questions of training, ship quality, gunnery, seamanship, and command. He recognizes their effect on morale and prestige while also placing them within the larger strategic picture. By doing so, he resists reducing the war to celebrated duels and instead asks what such victories could and could not accomplish. The contrast between tactical brilliance and strategic limitation becomes one of the study’s central analytical tensions.

As the narrative advances, Mahan gives increasing attention to blockade, commerce, and the cumulative pressure exerted by sustained naval superiority. He shows how British control over sea lanes affected American trade, coastal movement, and the general conduct of the war. Privateering and cruising receive attention as responses available to the United States, but these are assessed in terms of broader military usefulness rather than romantic appeal. Mahan’s treatment emphasizes endurance, organization, and economic strain, suggesting that sea power works not only through battle but through persistent interruption of an opponent’s communications and resources. This enlarges the reader’s view of naval warfare beyond dramatic confrontations.

The study also integrates the inland and littoral theaters, where maritime and military operations intersected in complex ways. Mahan considers the Great Lakes and key coastal zones as regions where local naval construction, transport, and control of water routes had direct consequences for campaigns ashore. In these settings, the usual distinction between army and navy becomes less clear, since movement, supply, and strategic initiative depend on the same waterways. By tracing these connections, the book argues that sea power includes more than oceangoing battle fleets; it also involves the practical command of navigable spaces that shape operational possibilities and political objectives.

Leadership and administration form another important strand in Mahan’s account. He evaluates commanders and officials not only for courage or technical competence but for their grasp of strategic relationships. Questions of preparation, resource allocation, institutional efficiency, and coordination recur throughout his analysis. The book suggests that naval effectiveness depends on the alignment of policy, material capacity, and command judgment, especially in a war where one side seeks to compensate for inferiority through selective action. Mahan’s interest in character is therefore inseparable from his larger thesis: individuals matter most when they understand the strategic environment in which they operate.

As the war progresses in Mahan’s telling, the relation between local successes and general control becomes sharper. Episodes that appear favorable in isolation are repeatedly tested against the realities of blockade, imperial reach, and the ability to sustain pressure over time. This approach gives the book a disciplined analytical rhythm, moving from event to implication rather than from event to celebration. The reader is led to consider how national endurance, public expectation, and military action influence one another when maritime power is unevenly distributed. Mahan keeps the focus on the war’s governing question: what practical results can naval action produce under conditions of strategic imbalance?

In the end, Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812 stands as both a history of a specific conflict and a broader meditation on maritime strategy. Its enduring significance lies in the way it links diplomacy, economics, naval operations, and national purpose into a single interpretive framework. Without relying on simple patriotic narratives, Mahan presents the war as a revealing case study in the uses and limits of sea power. The book’s larger message is that command of maritime communications profoundly shapes a nation’s security and freedom of action, making naval strength a decisive factor in modern history even when outcomes are not determined by one battle alone.
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    Alfred Thayer Mahan’s Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812 emerged from the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries, but its subject was the Anglo-American conflict of 1812–1815 and the maritime world that shaped it. The book was written by a U.S. naval officer and historian in an era when statesmen, admirals, and educated readers treated sea power as a central measure of national strength. Its setting therefore spans two linked worlds: the age of sail, when Britain, France, and the United States contested trade and sovereignty across the Atlantic, and Mahan’s own age, when industrial powers studied earlier wars for strategic lessons.

Mahan wrote after establishing his reputation with The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660–1783, first published in 1890. By the time he turned to the War of 1812, the United States had fought the Spanish-American War and acquired overseas possessions, while Britain remained the leading naval empire. In this climate, historical writing about navies served practical as well as scholarly purposes. Mahan’s interpretation reflects the institutions of his own career, especially the U.S. Navy and the Naval War College, where professional officers examined past campaigns to understand command of the sea, maritime commerce, and the relationship between fleets and national policy.

The immediate historical background to the War of 1812 lay in the global struggle of the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, which lasted from the 1790s into 1815. Britain and Napoleonic France sought to weaken one another through blockade, trade restrictions, and naval pressure, and neutral shipping became a recurring point of conflict. The United States, formally neutral for much of this period, depended heavily on maritime commerce and was deeply affected by European measures. Mahan places the American war within this larger contest rather than treating it as an isolated bilateral dispute, emphasizing that British decisions were shaped by the overriding necessity of defeating France.

British sea power in this period rested on longstanding institutions: the Royal Navy, a vast merchant marine, global dockyards and coaling or victualling points, and a financial system able to support sustained war. Since the eighteenth century Britain had built a formidable maritime state, and by the early nineteenth century it could blockade hostile coasts, convoy trade, and move troops across oceans. Mahan’s book echoes this structural perspective by arguing that naval strength was not merely a matter of winning single-ship duels. He consistently directs attention to organized fleets, strategic concentration, and the broader ability of a state to control communications and sustain operations over time.

The United States approached the crisis from a very different position. Its institutions were those of a young republic with strong suspicion of centralized military power, regional divisions over commerce and expansion, and a comparatively small regular navy. Yet the nation’s economy was deeply tied to Atlantic trade, and American political leaders had to balance republican ideals, commercial interests, and maritime vulnerability. Mahan reflects this tension by showing both the bravery of American naval actions and the limitations imposed by national policy. His account suggests that commerce, shipbuilding, and seamanship gave the United States real strength, but not the comprehensive command structure possessed by Britain.

Among the most immediate grievances leading to war was impressment, the Royal Navy’s practice of seizing men for naval service, including individuals claimed as British subjects from American vessels. This issue carried legal, diplomatic, and emotional weight in the United States because it touched national honor as well as personal liberty. Alongside impressment stood British interference with neutral trade, especially under the Orders in Council, while France pursued its own restrictive decrees. Mahan treats these controversies as genuine causes of American anger, but he also frames them within Britain’s wartime struggle for survival against Napoleon, thereby placing American claims inside a hierarchy of global strategic pressures.

American responses before 1812 revealed the difficulties of defending national rights without equivalent naval strength. The Jefferson administration’s Embargo Act of 1807 and later nonintercourse measures sought to use commercial restriction as an alternative to war, hoping economic pressure would change British and French behavior. Instead, these policies damaged American shipping, encouraged smuggling, and intensified domestic controversy, particularly in New England. Mahan’s work implicitly critiques reliance on economic coercion unbacked by maritime force. His broader historical argument is that trade, diplomacy, and naval power cannot be separated: a commercial republic that wishes to protect its rights at sea must possess the means to defend them.

Domestic politics also shaped the road to war. In Congress, younger Republican leaders often called War Hawks pressed a stronger response to British policies and spoke as well about western security and national honor. Conflict on the northwestern frontier, including tensions involving Native confederacies and the influence attributed to British agents in Canada, fed support for hostilities. Federalist critics, especially in commercially oriented regions, opposed war and feared its consequences for trade and constitutional order. Mahan does not reduce the conflict to any single motive; instead, his treatment shows how maritime grievances, party divisions, and frontier concerns combined within a fragile political union.

When war began in 1812, the naval balance overwhelmingly favored Britain. The Royal Navy possessed a far larger fleet, worldwide stations, and extensive experience from continuous warfare. The United States Navy, though small, had several well-built heavy frigates and a corps of capable officers and seamen. Early American victories in single-ship actions, including famous frigate duels, had outsized symbolic significance because they challenged assumptions about British invincibility and raised morale. Mahan acknowledges these successes and their effect on public opinion, yet he carefully distinguishes tactical brilliance from strategic control. His book repeatedly argues that isolated triumphs could not by themselves overturn Britain’s command of the sea.

Privateering formed another important part of the war at sea. The United States issued letters of marque to private vessels authorized to capture enemy commerce, and American privateers took numerous prizes, especially in the early years of the conflict. This activity reflected older practices in maritime warfare and the commercial character of the young republic, whose shipowners and sailors were accustomed to operating in distant waters. Mahan recognizes privateering’s economic and psychological effects but generally gives greater strategic weight to regular naval power. In keeping with his larger theory, he suggests that commerce raiding can harass an enemy and stir public attention, but it rarely substitutes for concentrated fleet action and blockade.

The war on the Great Lakes demonstrated a different form of sea power, one closely tied to geography, logistics, and frontier campaigning. On Lakes Erie and Ontario, both Britain and the United States raced to build vessels, secure timber and supplies, and move men into difficult inland theaters. Command of these waters directly influenced military operations because lake squadrons carried troops, protected communications, and made invasion or defense possible. Mahan pays close attention to this connection between naval and land forces. His treatment of the lakes underscores a central point of his historical method: maritime control matters not only on oceans but wherever water routes shape the movement and support of armies.

As the war continued, Britain increased pressure along the American coast, especially after Napoleon’s position weakened in Europe and more British resources became available. The Royal Navy tightened blockades, disrupted trade, and supported amphibious operations against ports and coastal communities. These actions exposed the vulnerability of a nation with long shorelines, active commerce, and limited means of concentrated maritime defense. Mahan’s account emphasizes blockade as a decisive strategic instrument rather than a mere background condition. By reducing American commerce and restricting naval movement, British sea power steadily altered the war’s practical possibilities, regardless of the prestige generated by American victories in scattered engagements.

The Chesapeake campaign of 1814 illustrated both British operational mobility and American weaknesses in preparation. British forces moved by water, struck along the mid-Atlantic coast, defeated American defenders at Bladensburg, and burned public buildings in Washington before withdrawing. Soon after, they attacked Baltimore but failed to capture the city. For Mahan, such episodes highlighted the strategic leverage that comes from maritime command, including the ability to choose points of attack and support joint operations. His interpretation does not celebrate British success for its own sake; rather, it uses these events to demonstrate how naval superiority shapes political shock, military opportunity, and national morale.

The war’s end came through a combination of exhaustion, changing European conditions, and diplomatic negotiation. The Treaty of Ghent was signed in late 1814 and restored a basis of peace without resolving every issue in the blunt terms Americans had demanded at the outset. Around the same time, the Battle of New Orleans, fought after the treaty had been signed but before news arrived, became a defining American memory of victory. Mahan’s historical approach tends to separate such dramatic moments from the deeper strategic settlement. He acknowledges their importance in public remembrance while insisting that the larger maritime balance and the end of the Napoleonic struggle were crucial to the outcome.

The society reflected in Mahan’s subject was shaped by sail technology, wooden warships, manual labor, and long-distance trade networks. Everyday maritime life depended on ports, shipyards, ropewalks, warehouses, and a labor force of sailors, artisans, merchants, and dock workers. Communication moved at the pace of wind and ship speed, making uncertainty a permanent feature of policy and command. Coastal communities felt war through blockades, fluctuating prices, and the capture or loss of vessels. Mahan’s analysis of naval history is rooted in these material conditions. He treats ships not as abstract symbols, but as products of industrial capacity, training, supply systems, and the commercial routines of Atlantic society.

Mahan’s own era strongly influenced the way he interpreted the earlier conflict. Writing in a period of steel fleets, imperial rivalry, and expanding American interest in overseas bases and global markets, he read the War of 1812 as evidence for enduring strategic principles. His audience included policymakers and naval professionals concerned with preparedness, concentration of force, and the defense of commerce. This perspective could elevate structural analysis over some social or ideological dimensions of the war, but it also gave his work unusual clarity about the connection between national institutions and military outcomes. The book belongs to the rise of professional military history in the United States.

Seen in full context, Sea Power in its Relations to the War of 1812 functions both as a historical study of the early republic and as a mirror of the strategic concerns of Mahan’s own time. It revisits the conflict to show how maritime commerce, political division, naval administration, and global war interacted in shaping American experience. At the same time, it critiques complacent faith in isolated heroics or commercial leverage alone. By placing the War of 1812 within a wider system of international power, the book argues that national independence and prosperity required durable maritime capacity, making the past serve as a warning and instruction for a later naval age.
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    Alfred Thayer Mahan was an American naval officer, historian, and strategic thinker whose writings became highly influential in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. Born in 1840 and active during an era of industrial expansion and imperial rivalry, he is best known for arguing that national power depended heavily on command of the sea. His work shaped debates about fleets, commerce, and overseas policy in the United States and abroad. Although he wrote on history, biography, and international affairs, his reputation rests chiefly on a body of naval studies that gave maritime strategy a durable place in modern political and military thought.

Mahan was educated in the United States and entered the Navy in the years before the Civil War. He studied at the United States Naval Academy, an institution central to the professionalization of the American officer corps, and his naval service exposed him to the practical problems of seamanship, command, and war. Over time he combined operational experience with sustained historical reading. His intellectual development drew on naval history, European statecraft, and classical examples of war and commerce. This mixture of professional training and historical study helped form the analytical style for which he later became known.

After serving through the Civil War era and in later assignments, Mahan gradually emerged as a prominent naval intellectual. A decisive phase of his career came when he joined the Naval War College, where he lectured and refined the ideas that would make his name. In that setting he addressed officers and policymakers concerned with strategy in an age of steam power and global trade. His lectures emphasized long patterns in history rather than isolated battles. By linking military force, commercial shipping, and national policy, he presented sea power as a central factor in the rise and endurance of great states.

Mahan achieved international fame with "The Influence of Sea Power upon History, 1660–1783," published in 1890. The book argued that maritime strength, when supported by commerce, bases, and an effective battle fleet, had repeatedly shaped the balance of power. He followed it with related studies, including "The Influence of Sea Power upon the French Revolution and Empire, 1793–1812," as well as works such as "The Interest of America in Sea Power, Present and Future" and "Sea Power in Its Relations to the War of 1812." Across these books he wrote in a historical and analytical mode, using past conflicts to draw lessons for contemporary policy.

The reception of Mahan’s writings was wide and often enthusiastic, especially among naval professionals, political leaders, and commentators on empire and international rivalry. His arguments were read not only in the United States but also in Europe and Asia, where expanding states sought strategic frameworks for modern fleets. Admirers valued the clarity with which he connected naval preparedness to commerce and diplomacy. Critics, then and later, questioned the breadth of some of his historical generalizations and the extent to which sea power alone could explain national success. Even so, his books became foundational texts in discussions of maritime strategy.

Mahan also wrote biographies and broader studies of foreign policy and war, showing that his interests extended beyond fleet tactics. Verifiably attributed works include "The Life of Nelson: The Embodiment of the Sea Power of Great Britain," "The Problem of Asia," and "Armaments and Arbitration." In public argument he generally favored strong naval preparedness and a larger strategic role for the United States in world affairs. These positions were closely connected to his historical interpretation: he believed secure trade routes, overseas stations, and concentrated naval force were essential to national influence. His prose reflected the concerns of an age shaped by competition among industrial powers.

In his later years, Mahan remained an established public voice on naval and international questions, publishing essays and books while his earlier works continued to circulate widely. He died in 1914, just as the world entered a new phase of great-power war that gave renewed urgency to many of the issues he had analyzed. His legacy has endured in naval education, strategic studies, and debates over maritime security. Although later technology changed the conduct of war at sea, his central insight that control of communications and commerce can shape global power remains a point of reference for historians, officers, and policymakers.
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COLONIAL CONDITIONS

The head waters of the stream of events which led to the War of 1812[1][1q], between the United States and Great Britain, must be sought far back in the history of Europe, in the principles governing commercial, colonial, and naval policy, accepted almost universally prior to the French Revolution. It is true that, before that tremendous epoch was reached, a far-reaching contribution to the approaching change in men's ideas on most matters touching mercantile intercourse, and the true relations of man to man, of nation to nation, had been made by the publication, in 1776, of Adam Smith's "Inquiry into the Nature and Causes of the Wealth of Nations;" but, as is the case with most marked advances in the realm of thought, the light thus kindled, though finding reflection here and there among a few broader intellects, was unable to penetrate at once the dense surface of prejudice and conservatism with which the received maxims of generations had incrusted the general mind. Against such obstruction even the most popular of statesmen—as the younger Pitt soon after this became—cannot prevail at once; and, before time permitted the British people at large to reach that wider comprehension of issues, whereby alone radical change is made possible, there set in an era of reaction consequent upon the French Revolution, the excesses of which involved in one universal discredit all the more liberal ideas that were leavening the leaders of mankind.

The two principal immediate causes of the War of 1812 were the impressment of seamen[2] from American merchant ships, upon the high seas, to serve in the British Navy, and the interference with the carrying trade of the United States by the naval power of Great Britain. For a long time this interference was confined by the British Ministry to methods which they thought themselves able to defend—as they did the practice of impressment—upon the ground of rights, prescriptive and established, natural or belligerent; although the American Government contended that in several specific measures no such right existed—that the action was illegal as well as oppressive. As the war with Napoleon increased in intensity, however, the exigencies of the struggle induced the British cabinet to formulate and enforce against neutrals a restriction of trade which it confessed to be without sanction in law, and justified only upon the plea of necessary retaliation, imposed by the unwarrantable course of the French Emperor. These later proceedings, known historically as the Orders in Council[3],1 by their enormity dwarfed all previous causes of complaint, and with the question of impressment constituted the vital and irreconcilable body of dissent which dragged the two states into armed collision. Undoubtedly, other matters of difficulty arose from time to time, and were productive of dispute; but either they were of comparatively trivial importance, easily settled by ordinary diplomatic methods, or there was not at bottom any vital difference as to principle, but only as to the method of adjustment. For instance, in the flagrant and unpardonable outrage of taking men by force from the United States frigate "Chesapeake[4]," the British Government, although permitted by the American to spin out discussion over a period of four years, did not pretend to sustain the act itself; the act, that is, of searching a neutral ship of war. Whatever the motive of the Ministry in postponing redress, their pretexts turned upon points of detail, accessory to the main transaction, or upon the subsequent course of the United States Government, which showed conscious weakness by taking hasty, pettish half-measures; instead of abstaining from immediate action, and instructing its minister to present an ultimatum, if satisfaction were shirked.

In the two causes of the war which have been specified, the difference was fundamental. Whichever was right, the question at stake was in each case one of principle, and of necessity. Great Britain never claimed to impress American seamen; but she did assert that her native-born subjects could never change their allegiance, that she had an inalienable right to their service, and to seize them wherever found, except within foreign territory. From an admitted premise, that the open sea is common to all nations, she deduced a common jurisdiction, in virtue of which she arrested her vagrant seamen. This argument of right was reinforced by a paramount necessity. In a life and death struggle with an implacable enemy, Great Britain with difficulty could keep her fleet manned at all; even with indifferent material. The deterioration in quality of her ships' companies was notorious; and it was notorious also that numerous British seamen sought employment in American merchant ships, hoping there to find refuge from the protracted confinement of a now dreary maritime war. Resort to impressment was not merely the act of a high-handed Government, but the demand of both parties in the state, coerced by the sentiment of the people, whose will is ultimately irresistible. No ministry could hope to retain power if it surrendered the claim to take seamen found under a neutral flag. This fact was thoroughly established in a long discussion with United States plenipotentiaries, five years before the war broke out.

On the other hand, the United States maintained that on the sea common the only jurisdiction over a ship was that of its own nation. She could not admit that American vessels there should be searched, for other purposes than those conceded to the belligerent by international law; that is, in order to determine the nature of the voyage, to ascertain whether, by destination, by cargo, or by persons carried, the obligations of neutrality were being infringed. If there was reasonable cause for suspicion, the vessel, by accepted law and precedent, might be sent to a port of the belligerent, where the question was adjudicated by legal process; but the actual captor could not decide it on the spot. On the contrary, he was bound, to the utmost possible, to preserve from molestation everything on board the seized vessel; in order that, if cleared, the owner might undergo no damage beyond the detention. So deliberate a course was not suited to the summary methods of impressment, nor to the urgent needs of the British Navy. The boarding officer, who had no authority to take away a bale of goods, decided then and there whether a man was subject to impressment, and carried him off at once, if he so willed.

It is to the credit of the American Government under Jefferson, that, though weak in its methods of seeking redress, it went straight back of the individual sufferer, and rested its case unswervingly on the broad principle.2 That impressment, thus practised, swept in American seamen, was an incident only, although it grievously aggravated the injury. Whatever the native allegiance of individuals on board any vessel on the open ocean, their rights were not to be regulated by the municipal law of the belligerent, but by that of the nation to which the ship belonged, of whose territory she was constructively a part, and whose flag therefore was dishonored, if acquiescence were yielded to an infringement of personal liberty, except as conceded by obligations of treaty, or by the general law of nations. Within British waters, the United States suffered no wrong by the impressment of British subjects—the enforcement of local municipal law—on board American vessels; and although it was suggested that such visits should not be made, and that an arriving crew should be considered to have the nationality of their ship, this concession, if granted, would have been a friendly limitation by Great Britain of her own municipal jurisdiction. It therefore could not be urged upon the British Government by a nation which took its stand resolutely upon the supremacy of its own municipal rights, on board its merchant shipping on the high seas.

It is to be noted, furthermore, that the voice of the people in the United States, the pressure of influence upon the Government, was not as unanimous as that exerted upon the British Ministry. The feeling of the country was divided; and, while none denied the grievous wrong done when an American was impressed, a class, strong at least in intellectual power, limited its demands to precautions against such mistakes and to redress when they occurred. The British claim to search, with the object of impressing British subjects, was considered by these men to be valid. Thus Gouverneur Morris[5], who on a semi-official visit to London in 1790 had had occasion to remonstrate upon the impressment of Americans in British ports, and who, as a pamphleteer, had taken strong ground against the measures of the British Government injurious to American commerce, wrote as follows in 1808 about the practice of seizing British subjects in American ships: "That we, the people of America, should engage in ruinous warfare to support a rash opinion, that foreign sailors in our merchant ships are to be protected against the power of their sovereign, is downright madness." "Why not," he wrote again in 1813, while the war was raging, "waiving flippant debate, lay down the broad principle of national right, on which Great Britain takes her native seamen from our merchant ships? Let those who deny the right pay, suffer, and fight, to compel an abandonment of the claim. Men of sound mind will see, and men of sound principle will acknowledge, its existence." In his opinion, there was but one consistent course to be pursued by those who favored the war with Great Britain, which was to insist that she should, without compensation, surrender her claim. "If that ground be taken," he wrote, "the war [on our part] will be confessedly, as it is now impliedly, unjust."3 Morris was a man honorably distinguished in our troubled national history—a member of the Congress of the Revolution and of the Constitutional Convention, a trained lawyer, a practised financier, and an experienced diplomatist; one who throughout his public life stood high in the estimation of Washington, with whom he was in constant official and personal correspondence. It is to be added that those to whom he wrote were evidently in sympathy with his opinions.
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    From the painting by Marchant, after Sully, in Independence Hall, Philadelphia.



So again Representative Gaston, of North Carolina, a member of the same political party as Morris, speaking from his seat in the House in February, 1814,4 maintained the British doctrine of inalienable allegiance. "Naturalization granted in another country has no effect whatever to destroy the original primary allegiance." Even Administration speakers did not deny this, but they maintained that the native allegiance could be enforced only within its territorial limits, not on the high seas. While perfectly firm and explicit as to the defence of American seamen—even to the point of war, if needful—Gaston spoke of the British practice as a right. "If you cannot by substitute obtain an abandonment of the right, or practice, to search our vessels, regulate it so as to prevent its abuse; waiving for the present, not relinquishing, your objections to it." He expressed sympathy, too, for the desperate straits in which Great Britain found herself. "At a time when her floating bulwarks were her whole safeguard against slavery, she could not view without alarm and resentment the warriors who should have manned those bulwarks pursuing a more gainful occupation in American vessels. Our merchant ships were crowded with British seamen, most of them deserters from their ships of war, and all furnished with fraudulent protections to prove them Americans. To us they were not necessary." On the contrary, "they ate the bread and bid down the wages of native seamen, whom it was our first duty to foster and encourage." This competition with native seamen was one of the pleas likewise of the New England opposition, too much of which was obstinately and reprehensibly factious. "Many thousands of British seamen," said Governor Strong of Massachusetts, in addressing the Legislature, May 28, 1813, "deserted that service for a more safe and lucrative employment in ours." Had they not, "the high price for that species of labor would soon have induced a sufficient number of Americans to become seamen. It appears, therefore, that British seamen have been patronized at the expense of our own; and should Great Britain now consent to relinquish the right of taking her own subjects, it would be no advantage to our native seamen; it would only tend to reduce their wages by increasing the numbers of that class of men."5 Gaston further said, that North Carolina, though not a commercial state, had many native seamen; but, "at the moment war was declared, though inquiry was made, I could not hear of a single native seaman detained by British impressment."

It is desirable, especially in these days, when everything is to be arbitrated, that men should recognize both sides of this question, and realize how impossible it was for either party to acquiesce in any other authority than their own deciding between them. "As I never had a doubt," said Morris, "so I thought it a duty to express my conviction that British ministers would not, dared not, submit to mediation a question of essential right."6 "The way to peace is open and clear," he said the following year. "Let the right of search and impressment be acknowledged as maxims of public law."7

These expressions, uttered in the freedom of private correspondence, show a profound comprehension of the constraint under which the British Government and people both lay. It was impossible, at such a moment of extreme national peril, to depart from political convictions engendered by the uniform success of a policy followed consistently for a hundred and fifty years. For Great Britain, the time had long since passed into a dim distance, when the national appreciation of the sea to her welfare was that of mere defence, as voiced by Shakespeare:



England, hedged in with the main,
 That water-walled bulwark, still secure
 And confident from foreign purposes.8







This little world,
 This precious stone set in the silver sea,
 Which serves it in the office of a wall,
 Or as a moat defensive to a house
 Against the envy of less happier lands.9





By the middle of the seventeenth century, the perception of Great Britain's essential need to predominate upon the sea had dawned upon men's minds, and thence had passed from a vague national consciousness to a clearly defined national line of action, adopted first through a recognition of existing conditions of inferiority, but after these had ceased pursued without any change of spirit, and with no important changes of detail. This policy was formulated in a series of measures, comprehensively known as the Navigation Acts[6], the first of which was passed in 1651, during Cromwell's Protectorate. In 1660, immediately after the Restoration, it was reaffirmed in most essential features, and thenceforward continued to and beyond the times of which we are writing. In form a policy of sweeping protection, for the development of a particular British industry—the carrying trade—it was soon recognized that, in substance, its success had laid the foundations of a naval strength equally indispensable to the country. Upon this ground it was approved even by Adam Smith, although in direct opposition to the general spirit of his then novel doctrine. While exposing its fallacies as a commercial measure, he said it exemplified one of two cases in which protective legislation was to be justified. "The defence of Great Britain, for example, depends very much upon the number of its sailors and shipping. The Act of Navigation therefore very properly endeavors to give the sailors and shipping of Great Britain the monopoly of the trade of their own country. … It is not impossible that some of the regulations of this famous Act may have proceeded from national animosity. They are as wise, however, as though they had all been dictated by the most deliberate wisdom. … The Act is not favorable to foreign commerce, nor to the opulence which can arise from that; but defence is of much more importance than opulence. The Act of Navigation is perhaps the wisest of all the commercial regulations of England."10 It became a dominant prepossession of British statesmen, even among Smith's converts, in the conduct of foreign relations, that the military power of the state lay in the vast resources of native seamen, employed in its merchant ships. Even the wealth returned to the country, by the monopoly of the imperial markets, and by the nearly exclusive possession of the carrying trade, which was insured to British commerce by the elaborate regulations of the Act, was thought of less moment. "Every commercial consideration has been repeatedly urged," wrote John Adams, the first United States Minister to Great Britain, "but to no effect; seamen, the Navy, and power to strike an awful blow to an enemy at the first outbreak of war, are the ideas which prevail."11 This object, and this process, are familiar to us in these later days under the term "mobilization;" the military value of which, if rapidly effected, is well understood.

In this light, and in the light of the preceding experience of a hundred and fifty years, we must regard the course of the British Ministry through that period, extremely critical to both nations, which began when our War of Independence ended, and issued in the War of 1812. We in this day are continually told to look back to our fathers of the Revolutionary period, to follow their precepts, to confine ourselves to the lines of their policy. Let us then either justify the British ministries of Pitt and his successors, in their obstinate adherence to the traditions they had received, or let us admit that even ancestral piety may be carried too far, and that venerable maxims must be brought to the test of existing conditions.

The general movement of maritime intercourse between countries is commonly considered under two principal heads: Commerce and Navigation. The first applies to the interchange of commodities, however effected; the second, to their transportation from port to port. A nation may have a large commerce, of export and import, carried in foreign vessels, and possess little shipping of its own. This is at present the condition of the United States; and once, in far gone days, it was in great measure that of England. In such case there is a defect of navigation, consequent upon which there will be a deficiency of native seamen; of seamen attached to the country and its interests, by ties of birth or habit. For maritime war such a state will have but small resources of adaptable naval force; a condition dangerous in proportion to its dependence upon control of the sea. Therefore the attention of British statesmen, during the period in which the Navigation Act flourished, fastened more and more upon the necessity of maintaining the navigation of the kingdom, as distinguished from its commerce. Subsidiary to the movement of commerce, there is a third factor, relatively stationary, the consideration of which is probably less familiar now than it was to the contemporaries of the Navigation Act, to whom it was known under the name entrepôt[7]. This term was applied to those commercial centres—in this connection maritime centres—where goods accumulate on their way to market; where they are handled, stored, or transshipped. All these processes involve expenditure, which inures to the profit of the port, and of the nation; the effect being the exact equivalent of the local gains of a railroad centre of the present day. It was a dominant object with statesmen of the earlier period to draw such accumulations of traffic to their own ports, or nations; to force trade, by ingenious legislation, or even by direct coercion, to bring its materials to their own shores, and there to yield to them the advantages of the entrepôt. Thus the preamble to one of the series of Navigation Acts states, as a direct object, the "making this Kingdom a staple12 [emporium], not only of the commodities of our plantations, but also of the commodities of other countries, and places, for the supply of the plantations."13 An instructive example of such indirect effort was the institution of free ports; ports which, by exemption from heavy customary tolls, or by the admission of foreign ships or goods, not permitted entrance to other national harbors, invited the merchant to collect in them, from surrounding regions, the constituents of his cargoes. On the other hand, the Colonial System, which began to assume importance at the time of the Navigation Act, afforded abundant opportunity for the compulsion of trade. Colonies being part of the mother country, and yet transoceanic with reference to her, maritime commerce between them and foreign communities could by direct legislation be obliged first to seek the parent state, which thus was made the distributing centre for both their exports and imports.

For nearly three centuries before the decisive measures taken by the Parliament of the Commonwealth, the development and increase of English shipping, by regulation of English trade, had been recognized as a desirable object by many English rulers. The impulse had taken shape in various enactments, giving to English vessels privileges, exclusive or qualified, in the import or export carriage of the kingdom; and it will readily be understood that the matter appeared of even more pressing importance, when the Navy depended upon the merchant service for ships, as well as for men; when the war fleets of the nation were composed of impressed ships, as well as manned by impressed sailors. These various laws had been tentative in character. Both firmness of purpose and continuity of effort were lacking to them; due doubtless to the comparative weakness of the nation in the scale of European states up to the seventeenth century. During the reigns of the first two Stuarts, this weakness was emphasized by internal dissensions; but the appreciation of the necessity for some radical remedy to the decay of English naval power remained and increased. To this conviction the ship-money of Charles the First bears its testimony; but it was left to Cromwell and his associates to formulate the legislation, upon which, for two centuries to come, the kingdom was thought to depend, alike for the growth of its merchant shipping and for the maintenance of the navy. All that preceded has interest chiefly as showing the origin and growth of an enduring national conviction, with which the United States came into collision immediately after achieving independence.

The ninth of October, 1651, is the date of the passing of the Act, the general terms of which set for two hundred years the standard for British legislation concerning the shipping industry. The title of the measure, "Goods from foreign ports, by whom to be imported," indicated at once that the object in view was the carrying trade; navigation, rather than commerce. Commerce was to be manipulated and forced into English bottoms as an indispensable agency for reaching British consumers. At this time less than half a century had elapsed since the first English colonists had settled in Massachusetts and Virginia. The British plantation system was still in its beginnings, alike in America, Asia, and Africa. When the then recent Civil War ended, in the overthrow of the royal power, it had been "observed with concern that the merchants of England had for several years usually freighted Dutch ships for fetching home their merchandise, because the freights were lower than in English ships. Dutch ships, therefore, were used for importing our own American products, while English ships lay rotting in harbor."14 "Notwithstanding the regulations made for confining that branch of navigation to the mother country, it is said that in the West India Islands there used, at this time, out of forty ships to be thirty-eight ships Dutch bottoms."15 English mariners also, for want of employment, went into the Dutch service. In this way seamen for the navy disappeared, just as, at a later day, they did into the merchant shipping of the United States.

The one great maritime rival of England, Holland, had thus engrossed, not only the carrying trade of Europe at large, most of which, from port to port, was done by her seamen, but that of England as well. Even of the English coasting trade much was done by Dutch ships. Under this competition, the English merchant marine was dwindling, and had become so inadequate that, when the exclusion of foreigners was enforced by the Act, the cry at once arose in the land that the English shipping was not sufficient for the work thus thrust upon it. "Although our own people have not shipping enough to import from all parts what they want, they are needlessly debarred from receiving new supplies of merchandise from other nations, who alone can, and until now did, import it."16 The effect of this decadence of shipping upon the resources of men for the navy is apparent.

The existence of strained relations between England and Holland facilitated the adoption of the first Navigation Act, which, as things were, struck the Dutch only; they being the one great carrying community in Europe. Although both the letter and the purpose of the new law included in its prohibitions all foreign countries, the commercial interests of other states were too slight, and their commercial spirit too dull, to take note of the future effect upon themselves; whether absolutely, or in relation to the maritime power of Great Britain, the cornerstone of which was then laid. This first Act directed that no merchandise from Asia, Africa, or America, including therein English "plantations," as the colonies were then styled,17 should be imported into England in other than English-built ships, belonging to English subjects, and of which "the master and mariners are also, for the most part of them, of the people of this commonwealth." This at once reserved a large part of the external trade to English ships; and also, by the regulation of the latter, constituted them a nursery for English seamen. To the general tenor of this clause, confining importation wholly to English vessels, an exception was made for Europe only; importations from any part of which was permitted to "such foreign ships and vessels as do truly and properly belong to the people of that country or place of which the said goods are the growth, production, or manufacture."18 Foreign merchantmen might therefore import into England the products of their own country; but both they and English vessels must ship such cargoes in the country of origin, not at any intermediate port. The purpose of these provisos, especially of the second, was to deprive Holland of the profit of the middleman, or the entrepôt, which she had enjoyed hitherto by importing to herself from various regions, warehousing the goods, and then re-exporting. The expense of these processes, pocketed by Dutch handlers, and the exaction of any dues levied by the Dutch Treasury, reappeared in increased cost to foreign consumers. This appreciation of the value of the entrepôt underlay much of the subsequent colonial regulation of England, and actuated the famous Orders in Council of 1807, which were a principal factor in causing the War of 1812. A second effect of these restrictions, which in later times was deemed even more important than the pecuniary gain, was to compel English ships to go long voyages, to the home countries of the cargoes they sought, instead of getting them near by in Dutch depots. This gave a corresponding development to the carrying trade—the navigation—of the Commonwealth; securing greater employment for ships and seamen, increasing both their numbers and experience, and contributing thereby to the resources of the navy in men. "A considerable carrying trade would be lost to us, and would remain with the merchants of Holland, of Hamburg, and other maritime towns, if our merchants were permitted to furnish themselves by short voyages to those neighboring ports, and were not compelled to take upon themselves the burden of bringing these articles from the countries where they were produced."19

The Act of 1660, officially known as that of 12 Charles II., modified the provisos governing the European trade. The exclusion of goods of European origin from all transportation to England, save in ships of their own nation, was to some extent removed. This surrender was censured by some, explicitly, because it again enabled the Dutch to collect foreign articles and send them to England, thereby "permitting competition with this country in the longer part of the voyage;" to the injury, therefore, of British navigation. The remission, though real, was less than appeared; for the prohibitions of the Commonwealth were still applied to a large number of specified articles, the produce chiefly of Russia and Turkey, which could be imported only in their national ships, or those of England. As those countries had substantially no long voyage shipping, trade with them was to all practical purposes confined to English vessels.20 The concession to foreign vessels, such as it was, was further qualified by heavier duties, called aliens' duties, upon their cargoes; and by the requirement that three-fourths of their crew, entering English ports, should be of the same nationality as the ship. The object of this regulation was to prevent the foreign state from increasing its tonnage, by employing seamen other than its own. This went beyond mere protection of English vessels, and was a direct attack, though by English municipal law, upon the growth of foreign shipping.

This purpose indeed was authoritatively announced from the bench, construing the Act in the decision of a specific case. "Parliament had wisely foreseen that, if they restrained the importation or exportation of European goods, unless in our own ships, and manned with our own seamen, other states would do the same; and this, in its consequences, would amount to a prohibition of all such goods, which would be extremely detrimental to trade, and in the end defeat the very design of the Act. It was seen, however, that many countries in Europe, as France, Spain, and Italy, could more easily buy ships than build them; that, on the other hand, countries like Russia, and others in the North, had timber and materials enough for building ships, but wanted sailors. It was from a consideration of this inaptness in most countries to accomplish a complete navigation, that the Parliament prohibited the importation of most European goods, unless in ships owned and navigated by English, or in ships of the build of and manned by sailors of that country of which the goods were the growth. The consequence would be that foreigners could not make use of ships they bought, though English subjects might. This would force them to have recourse to our shipping, and the general intent of the Act, to secure the carrying trade to the English, would be answered as far as it possibly could." It was therefore ruled that the tenor of the Act forbade foreigners to import to England in ships not of their own building; and, adds the reporter, "This exposition of the Act of Navigation is certainly the true one."21 Having thus narrowed foreign competition to the utmost extent possible to municipal statutes, Parliament made the carrying industry even more exclusively than before a preserve for native seamen. The Commonwealth's requirement, that "the most" of the crew should be English, was changed to a definite prescription that the master and three-fourths of the mariners should be so.

Under such enactments, with frequent modification of detail, but no essential change of method, British shipping and seamen continued to be "protected" against foreign competition down to and beyond the War of 1812. In this long interval there is no change of conception, nor any relaxation of national conviction. The whole history affords a remarkable instance of persistent policy, pursued consecutively for five or six generations. No better evidence could be given of its hold upon the minds of the people, or of the serious nature of the obstacle encountered by any other state that came into collision with it; as the United States during the Napoleonic period did, in matters of trade and carriage, but especially in the closely related question of Impressment.

Whether the Navigation Act, during its period of vigor, was successful in developing the British mercantile marine and supporting the British Navy has been variously argued. The subsequent growth of British navigation is admitted; but whether this was the consequence of the measure itself has been disputed. It appears to the writer that those who doubt its effect in this respect allow their convictions of the strength of economical forces to blind them to the power of unremitting legislative action. To divert national activities from natural channels into artificial may be inexpedient and wasteful; and it may be reasonable to claim that ends so achieved are not really successes, but failures. Nevertheless, although natural causes, till then latent, may have conspired to further the development which the Navigation Act was intended to promote, and although, since its abolition, the same causes may have sufficed to sustain the imposing national carrying trade built up during its continuance, it is difficult to doubt the great direct influence of the Act itself; having in view the extent of the results, as well as the corroborative success of modern states in building up and maintaining other distinctly artificial industries, sometimes to the injury of the natural industries of other peoples, which the Navigation Act also in its day was meant to effect.

The condition of British navigation in 1651 has been stated. The experience of the remaining years of the Protectorate appears to have confirmed national opinion as to the general policy of the Act, and to have suggested the modifications of the Restoration. To trace the full sequence of development, in legislation or in shipping, is not here permissible; the present need being simply to give an account, and an explanation, of the strength of a national prepossession, which in its manifestation was a chief cause of the events that are the theme of this book. A few scattered details, taken casually, seem strikingly to sustain the claims of the advocates of the system, bearing always in mind the depression of the British shipping industry before the passage of the law. In 1728 there arrived in London from all parts beyond sea 2052 ships, of which only 213 were under foreign flags; less than one in nine. In Liverpool, in 1765, of 1533 entered and cleared, but 135 were foreign; in Bristol, the same year, of 701 but 91 foreign. Of the entire import of that year only 28 per cent, in money value, came from Europe; the carriage of the remaining 72 per cent was confined to British ships. It may, of course, be maintained that this restriction of shipping operated to the disadvantage of the commerce of the kingdom; that there was direct pecuniary loss. This would not be denied, for the object of the Act was less national gain than the upbuilding of shipping as a resource for the navy. Nevertheless, at this same period, in 1764, of 810 ships entering the great North German commercial centre, Hamburg, 267—over one-third—were British; the Dutch but 146, the Hamburgers themselves 157. A curious and suggestive comparison is afforded by the same port in 1769. From the extensive, populous, and fruitful country of France, the entrepôt of the richest West Indian colony, Santo Domingo, there entered Hamburg 203 ships, of which not one was French; whereas from Great Britain there came a slightly larger total, 216, of which 178 were British.

Such figures seem to substantiate the general contemporary opinion of the efficacy of the Navigation Act, and to support the particular claim of a British writer of the day, that the naval weakness of Holland and France was due to the lack of similar measures. "The Dutch have indeed pursued a different policy, but they have thereby fallen to a state of weakness, which is now the object of pity, or of contempt. It was owing to the want of sailors, and not to the fault of their officers, that the ten ships of the line, which during their late impudent quarrel with Britain had been stipulated to join the French fleet, never sailed."22 "The French Navy, which at all times depended chiefly upon the West India trade for a supply of seamen, must have been laid up, if the war (of American Independence) had continued another year."23 Whatever the accuracy of these statements,24—and they are those of a well-informed man—they represented a general conviction, not in Great Britain only but in Europe, of the results of the Navigation legislation. A French writer speaks of it as the source of England's greatness,25 and sums up his admiration in words which recognize the respective shares of natural advantages and sagacious supervision in the grand outcome. "Called to commerce by her situation, it became the spirit of her government and the lever of her ambition. In other monarchies, it is private individuals who carry on commerce; but in that happy constitution it is the state, or the nation in its entirety."

In Great Britain itself there was substantial unanimity. This colored all its after policy towards its lately rebellious and now independent children, who as carriers had revived the once dreaded rivalry of the Dutch. To quote one writer, intimately acquainted with the whole theory and practice of the Navigation Acts, they "tend to the establishment of a monopoly; but our ancestors … considered the defence of this island from foreign invasion as
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