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Preface and Acknowledgments

pocryphal though the story may be, it has long

been asserted that when, at the close of the Battle of

Waterloo, General Cambronne, commander of Na-
poleon’s Imperial Guard, found himself confined in a
square of grenadiers and surrounded at close quarters by
British troops, he answered the summons to surrender
with a declaration as eloquent as it was defiant: “The
Guard dies but does not surrender!” Other accounts dis-
miss this as sentimental nonsense, insisting that he merely
cried out a simple expletive.

Perhaps it matters little to which version of events one
ascribes the truth, for the French Revolutionary and
Napoleonic Wars produced so many instances of heroism,
folly, triumph, and tragedy that one may be forgiven for re-
garding the characters and events of the time as somehow
larger than life. Indeed, the extraordinary and undying ap-
peal of the subject is easily explained, for it was an age
when soldiers, resplendent in ornate uniforms, still stood
shoulder to shoulder in the firing line, or fought on horse-
back, wielding sword, saber, or lance. The impersonal era
of the “invisible battlefield” had not yet dawned; a soldier
in 1815 usually confronted his opponent at less than a
hundred yards’ distance—and often hand-to-hand. He
could even trace the path of a round shot, emerging from
the smoke of the cannon whence it came, bounding to-
ward him.

It was an age when great literature and great music
flourished; when empires could be vanquished in a few
short months, only to rise again to renew the struggle a
few years later; an age when a single day’s encounter—as
at Trafalgar or Waterloo—could literally change the
course of history. It was an age when the snows of Russia
could expose the vulnerability of the greatest com-
mander of his—and perhaps of every other—time and
reduce his army of gargantuan proportions to a shadow
of its former self. It was an age when new principles and
ideologies—some enthusiastically welcomed, others de-
tested—were spread with reforming zeal at the point of
the bayonet; a time when political objectives ceased to

vii

have limits and battle became a brutal contest for a deci-
sive result rather than a distasteful measure of last resort.
If military technology had changed little in the preced-
ing century, the end to which it was applied unmistak-
ably had. For these reasons, among many others, the
French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars continue to
fascinate students, scholars, and a respectable portion of
the public alike.

My motives in preparing this encyclopedia have been
numerous, including a desire to produce a useful work of
reference while the bicentennial of so many seminal events
is now heightening both public and scholarly interest in
this period; to present a much more thorough coverage of
the conflict than has been possible in existing single-
volume dictionaries and encyclopedias; to provide a re-
source that includes exhaustive listings of the vast and
ever-expanding literature on the subject; and to bring to-
gether the wider social, cultural, scientific, and economic
aspects of the period in order to place the military conflict
into proper perspective.

However ambitious my intentions when this project
commenced, I soon discovered that a work of this size can
neither be assembled seamlessly nor present facts—not
least troop strengths and losses—with definitive accuracy.
If Cambronne took pause at the prospect of imminent
death (cruel fate, in the event, left him merely wounded),
at least he was spared the daunting prospect of editing a
work of some 980,000 words. Still, it has been, for the most
part, a labor of love, for I have been fortunate in having
been able to draw upon the expertise of contributors—
many of them leading authorities in their particular
fields—from around the world, including the United
States, Canada, Britain, France, Germany, Austria, Italy,
Poland, Russia, Australia, and elsewhere. Their efficiency
and dedication ensured that mercifully few were the mo-
ments when I felt myself struggling to cross an editorial
Berezina, with howling Cossacks at my heels on one side of
the icy river and, worse still, imminent deadlines looming
on the other.
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Notes on Technical Points

Aristocratic and Other Titles

A good deal of time can be spent trying to master the intri-
cacies of aristocratic titles of this period, though one risks
premature death doing so. Titles given in the entry head
are those by which the individual was known by the end of
the Napoleonic Wars in 1815, and it is important to stress
that they may not have received such a title until well into
the period under study. Indeed, many titles were not
granted until the first defeat of France in 1814, in recogni-
tion for the services rendered by the recipient.

The full title of an individual may be found in the
headword, except in the cases of French marshals, who
often held such lengthy titles as to render their headwords
unwieldy. Their full titles may be found in the entry
“Marshalate.”

Great care has been taken to render all aristocratic ti-
tles as accurately as possible in the text, notwithstanding
the acknowledged problems that they present. As many ti-
tles in use on the Continent defy perfect English transla-
tion, recourse has been made wherever possible to supply
their proper title in their native language. Hence, comte is
preferred to count; freiherr instead of the loosely trans-
lated baron; graf instead of the inadequate semi-equiva-
lent, count; these are to name but a few examples. It
should also be noted that in Britain, marquis can be
spelled marquess.

Even if one masters an understanding of this mine-
field, there is always the problem of advancement up the
ladder of ranks. The case of the Duke of Wellington is a
good example of this. He began his service in the Iberian
Peninsula in 1808 as Lieutenant General Sir Arthur Welles-
ley; that is to say, while he had been knighted, he had not
yet been raised to the peerage. After the Battle of Talavera
in 1809, however, he became Viscount Wellington; in Feb-
ruary 1812, the Earl of Wellington; in October of that year,
the Marquis (or the anglicized Marquess, which is not used
in this work) of Wellington; and finally, Duke of Welling-
ton, after the fall of France in 1814. Technically speaking,
therefore, he cannot in all accuracy be referred to as the
Duke of Wellington during his period of service in Iberia,
notwithstanding frequent errors to the contrary in numer-
ous sources. Thus, with respect to Wellington, and indeed
with all other individuals—whatever their nationality—
holding aristocratic rank, considerable care has been taken
to ensure that the subject’s title is correct within the con-
text under discussion. In a few cases, a series of changing
titles can cause confusion, such as with the Duke of
Wellington’s brother, Richard Colley Wellesley, who moved
progressively from first Viscount Wellesley, to the second
Earl of Mornington, to first Marquis Wellesley. Consistency

dictates that he is identified by his proper title according to
the period under discussion.

Those British officers who in the course of their ca-
reers received a knighthood are identified as such with the
title Sir appearing before their names. Where, however,
they subsequently received a peerage, it is common prac-
tice to drop Sir in favor of the aristocratic title.

A number of the more prominent Prussian generals
received aristocratic titles in the wake of the campaign of
1813; hence, readers will note references to “Gebhard von
Bliicher” in numerous entries, for instance, yet “Gebhard
Bliicher von Wahlstatt” in those covering the period after
which he received his new title. Metternich held the title
Graf (Count) until late 1813, after which he became Fiirst
(Prince), though he did not use the title von. He thus ap-
pears in slightly different guises between 1813 and 1814.
Similarly, Napoleon made many of his generals counts be-
ginning in 1808, and thus readers will find this designation
for those individuals so ennobled, but only in those entries
which cover the period after which the title was conferred.
It is also often the case that readers will encounter an ab-
breviated form of a title on first mention, the full treat-
ment being reserved for the headword of the entry.

In a few cases there is dispute as to whether or not an
individual was entitled to hold a particular title, such as
with Sir Sidney Smith and August von Gneisenau. In both
cases, common acceptance has prevailed, and these men
are identified as bearing the titles identified above. Then
there is the considerably simpler problem of correcting
historical error, such as the widely but mistaken belief that
General Jean Andoche Junot was a marshal, which he was
not. Nor, as mentioned above, was Wellington a duke until
after Napoleon’s first defeat.

Individuals bearing aristocratic names are often iden-
tified solely by such names, and not by their family names,
though it is important to note that a number of personali-
ties were identified by their first names, as with Archduke
Charles, or Eugéne de Beauharnais—the latter always
being known as Eugene and never as Beauharnais. The
form of address for Napoleon also raises difficulties, which
is dealt with at length below under “Personal Names.”

Medals, Decorations, and Orders

For purposes of space, discussion of the names of the
medals, decorations, and orders held by individuals men-
tioned in the text has, in most cases, been excluded.

Punctuation, Spelling, Capitalization, and General Usage
Readers should note that the encyclopedia, with significant
exceptions, as where concessions have been made to schol-
arly convention in the field, generally conforms to the not
universally accepted Chicago Manual of Style (CMS).



Some capitalization decisions will cause raised eye-
brows on the European side of the Atlantic, where titles are
normally capitalized, for example, Emperor of Austria, as
opposed to emperor of Austria or king of Italy. With respect
to French titles, this work conforms to the French method,
employing lower case for aristocracy, such as comte de
Provence. Britons may find such forms as chancellor of the
exchequer, leader of the House of Commons, and secretary of
state for war and the colonies, rather offensive to the eyes;
however, in an effort to bridge CMS style and scholarly
convention I have tried (whether boldly or foolishly) to
reach a compromise in favor of historians. It should be
noted that the CMS does make concessions to using up-
percase for British aristocratic titles, if not so much for po-
litical offices. This work has also deviated in some cases
from the CMS with respect to the capitalization of Em-
peror, when referring to Napoleon, as well as with respect
to (among others) Revolutionary, Romanticism, Allied, and
Allies, the latter in refererence to belligerent states forming
part of a coalition against France. Conferred French titles,
such as King of Rome, for Napoleon’s son, and King of
Spain, for Joseph, Napoleon’s brother, also appear capital-
ized, whereas this is not the case for hereditary titles.

Hyphens used in the French language can pose partic-
ular problems for an editor, not least because different
sources identify individuals both with and without hy-
phens between forenames. For example, Marie Louise ap-
pears sometimes with, sometimes without hyphens, de-
pending on the source.

Punctuation presented various problems, not least
because, like grammar and spelling, it is employed slightly
differently on either side of the Atlantic. It is of course
simple enough to use American spelling uniformly, and
thus one will not find centre, but center, and caliber instead
of calibre; while instead of whilst; that instead of which;
waggon instead of wagon; color instead of colour; toward
instead of towards, and so on. The dominance of Ameri-
can, over British, English in this work is no more apparent
than in the presence of the split infinitive, abhorrent to
British eyes and ears, yet a common and acceptable fea-
ture of English as spoken and written in North America.
“To boldly go where no man has gone before” continues to
produce smiles of derision in Britain, and not for reasons
of poor grammar alone. Those accustomed to British
English will also note that this work follows the recent
American practice of dropping hyphens between com-
pound nouns or with ranks, thus producing such words
such antirevolutionary, noncommissioned, and Vice Admi-
ral; still, I have allowed some hyphens to be retained, as
with demi-brigade, pro-royalist, and sans-culotte. The orig-
inal orthography for fléche (a V-shaped earthwork) is pre-
ferred over the more modern fleche.
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Where revolutionary refers specifically to the French
Revolution it appears capitalized: The French Revolu-
tionaries; a wave of Revolutionary fervor; Revolutionary
governments in France, and so on. Not so, however, for
royalist, republican, or other descriptive terms which
have no association with a recognized major political
movement.

The use of army and Army has been dictated by the
following rule: Where discussion focuses on the entire in-
stitution, it is capitalized; where it discusses a specific army
in the field or a specific fleet at sea, it is rendered in lower
case. Hence, it may be said that thousands of Irishmen en-
listed in the British Army during the course of the
Napoleonic Wars, whereas the British army landed in Por-
tugal in 1808. Similarly, the Prussian Army underwent nu-
merous reforms between 1808 and 1813, whereas the
Prussian army in 1813 was led by General Gebhard von
Bliicher. Readers should also note that where the term
Royal Navy appears, this is invariably a reference to the
naval establishment of Britain, there being no such institu-
tion, technically speaking, as the “British Navy,” in the
same way that one may properly refer to the U.S. Army but
not to the “American Army.”

Where the names of armies do not always betray their
nationality, they are identified, thus: (French) Army of
Italy; (French) Army of Rome; (French) Army of Batavia;
(Russian) Army of Poland; and so on.

Personal Names

Except in the cases of those known better by their aristo-
cratic name, every effort has been made to supply the fore-
name as well as the surname of every individual men-
tioned in the text. Yet forenames are sometimes disputed
by historians, and even an individual’s entire name can ap-
pear in various texts in a bewildering array of combina-
tions, not least in the cases of Claude Perrin Victor and
Toussaint Louverture.

There is also the conundrum of the manner by which
the leader of France should be identified: whether Buona-
parte as in his early years, Bonaparte somewhat later, or
Napoleon (or, strictly properly, Napoléon) throughout.
Bonaparte is used in the present work for the period until
his assumption of the Imperial title in 1804, and Napoleon
thereafter. Readers should therefore not be surprised to
find that the same person may appear as Bonaparte and
Napoleon in the same entry, depending on the period
under discussion. For obvious purposes of space and re-
dundancy, readers will not find “Bonaparte, Napoleon” in
the “See also” section of the entries. Nor have Napoleon
and Josephine been identified as Napoléon and Joséphine
which, though technically correct, are very rarely rendered
as such in an English-speaking context.
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It was a common feature of this period for nationals of
one country to serve in the army of another. Thus, numer-
ous Germans held senior positions in the Russian Army;
hence, one may encounter names that seem out of place,
such as Peter Khristianovich (originally Ludwig Adolf)
Graf zu Wittgenstein, the son of a Westphalian nobleman
who settled in Russia. Similarly, some officers, as the de-
scendants of immigrants, appear to have unlikely names.
Thus, there was Joaquin Blake, a Spanish general of Irish
descent, and Jacques Etienne Macdonald, a French marshal
of Scottish extraction. Various Italians and Walloons
served in the Austrian Army, on the basis of whose names
alone, given no other information, one could be forgiven
for assuming that they fought for the French.

In cases where an individual is best known by his or
her name in its anglicized form, it has been rendered so.
Thus, the Austrian emperor is given as Francis rather than
Franz, the king of Prussia as Frederick William rather than
as Friedrich Wilhelm, and the king of Spain as Charles
rather as Carlos.

Russian names, being transliterated by different histo-
rians in different permutations, will lead one to find, be-
tween sources, Kamenski, Kamensky, and Kamenskoi; and
Kutusov and Kutuzov. Alsusieff, Olssufiev, and Olsufiev,
which appear in some sources, have been reduced to one
form here, as with Seniavin versus Senyavin. In all such
cases, care has been taken to provide the closest translitera-
tion possible.

Individuals with hyphenated names are identified first
by their full names, but subsquently by the generally ac-
cepted shortened version, if one exists. Thus, Saxe-Coburg-
Saalfeld appears as Saxe-Coburg, Kolowrat-Krakowsky as
Kolowrat, and so on. Where two or more forms are possi-
ble, such as Villaret-Joyeuse and Villaret de Joyeuse, the
more commonly accepted of the two has been given.

Military Ranks
Military ranks naturally varied between armies, many of
which had no equivalents elsewhere, thus presenting the
military historian with a veritable minefield of problems
concerning proper translation. This work provides the spe-
cific ranks for the Austrians and British, but has not done
so for the French, Russians, or Prussians, on the basis that,
in the case of the latter three, it may usually be assumed
that a general commanding a brigade held the rank of
brigadier or général de brigade, and if in command of a di-
vision, then a major general or général de division, and a
lieutenant general if commanding an entire army.
Naturally, numerous officers mentioned in the text
received promotion through the course of their respective
careers. Readers should be aware, therefore, that whereas a
general officer may be identified as a brigadier general in

one entry, he may appear as a major general or lieutenant
general in another, as appropriate. Similarly, a French gen-
eral officer whose name appears in the context of the
1790s may be identified later as a marshal. In short, atten-
tion has been paid to provide the correct rank of individu-
als according to the period under discussion. As such, Nel-
son is variously identified as Captain Horatio Nelson,
Commodore Sir Horatio Nelson, and Vice Admiral Hora-
tio Nelson, Viscount Nelson, as the period in his career
dictates.

Ships’ Names
Ships’ names have been given as they were known by the
navies that commissioned them, as it is never acceptable to
translate them. Having said this, the reader must be aware
of the fact that the Royal Navy, on capturing an enemy ves-
sel and choosing to incorporate it into its own service,
sometimes retained the prize’s original name, a practice
that accounts for the large number of ships in the Royal
Navy of the time that bore French names. This practice
also accounts for the fact that the rival fleets at Trafalgar
possessed several ships bearing the same, or very similar,
names. Readers should also be aware that a ship’s arma-
ment, that is, the number of guns it carried, is indicated on
the first reference, for example, Bellerophon (74 guns), but
thereafter guns is not repeated, as being superfluous.
Where foreign terms arise, a translation is sometimes
provided, though the original is usually preferred. Such is
the case with the names of the various French armies of the
Revolutionary period. One may encounter the Armée du
Nord in one entry, or the Army of the North in another; the
Sambre-et-Meuse in one, and the Sambre and Meuse in an-
other. The decision to render such names in French or
English has largely been left to the discretion of the con-
tributors themselves, since there is no risk of confusion for
the reader. In the cases of the principal Allied armies of
1813, that is, of Silesia, of Bohemia, and of the North, Eng-
lish is used, consistent with the practice adopted by all
English-language texts covering this campaign.

Dates

It is reasonable to assume that dates ought to pose no
problems for the student of history. Not so: Until 1917 the
Russians used the Julian Calendar, by which dates were
rendered eleven days behind the Gregorian Calendar,
which prevailed throughout the rest of Europe. All “old
style” Russian dates have been converted to “new style” so
as to avoid confusion.

There is occasional dispute concerning the exact
dates on which a battle occurred if the fighting took place
over the course of more than a single day. Hence, the Bat-
tle of the Nile is usually given as 1 August 1798, when in



fact, to be strictly accurate, it extended into the early
hours of 2 August, and hence is described here as having
taken place over two days. Likewise, the battles of Eylau,
Talavera, Wavre, and others, are sometimes described as
one-day affairs, when in fact they were fought over the
course of two days, if only a fraction of the first, or of the
second, day.

The date of Napoleon’s abdication is traditionally
given as 6 April, and is so here, but it is important to point
out that in fact the Allies rejected the conditions under
which the Emperor first tendered it, which led to subse-
quent negotiations and the conclusion of a definitive
agreement the following week. This stands as but one ex-
ample of how two or more dates may be offered by two or
more competent sources to identify the timing of a partic-
ular event.

Even the dates of treaties are sometimes in dispute:
Does one use the date of signing, the date on which the
treaty is to take effect, or the date of its ratification? Some
treaties, like Chaumont, were signed on one day but not
published until later, such that some historians offer one
date, and others another. The Convention of El Arish, con-
cluded in January 1800, is variously given as 21, 24, or 28
January. Worse still, it was disavowed by the British gov-
ernment and therefore never even took effect. The matter
is easily solved, however: The dates provided for treaties
are those on which the agreement was signed, even if ratifi-
cation could not take place for weeks or, in some months,
even months. This conforms to the principles followed in
diplomatic historiography.

A few other points on dating matters follow. To avoid
confusion some events, known historically by the same
generic name, such the Russo-Turkish War, are distin-
guished by their dates, for example, 1787-1792, or
1806—-1812. To avoid cluttering the text, life dates are not
used, except in the headwords, though the period of a
monarch’s reign is usually provided. Also please note that
the CMS preference for B.C.E. (before the Christian era) is
used, in place of B.C.

Place Names and Battle Names

Geographically speaking, apart from Britain, France,
Spain, and Portugal, the European continent has altered
dramatically in the past two centuries, not only as a result
of the changes wrought by the Congress of Vienna in 1815,
but as a result of the wars of German and Italian unifica-
tion, the independence of the Ottoman Empire’s European
possessions, the Versailles Settlement of 1919 (especially
the breakup of the Austro-Hungarian Empire and the cre-
ation of the so-called Successor States), by the massive up-
heavals of the Second World War—particularly the west-
ward shift of the borders of the Soviet Union and
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Poland—and, more recently, by the reunification of Ger-
many and the breakup of Yugoslavia.

With so many shifting borders, the names of places
have often changed, either entirely as a consequence of
their alteration into the language of the new proprietor, or
in some other fashion over the course of time. In most
cases, the reader will find in parentheses the modern name
of places identified in the text. Thus, the contemporary
name, Ratisbon, is identified parenthetically as Regensberg.
No attempt to modernize place names has been attempted.
Were this practice followed, Austerlitz would be known as
Slavkov u Brna, causing utter confusion to students and
scholars alike. Where spelling varies according to the na-
tionality of the writer, recourse has been made to the form
more commonly used by native-born English speakers.
Thus Mainz is preferred to Mayence, Basle to Basel, Lyons
to Lyon, and so on. Berne is used here instead of Bern;
however, we’ve taken the American form of Bosporus in-
stead of Bosphorus. In the case of Spanish towns, the angli-
cized version is sometimes preferred for the sake of easy
identification by English-speaking readers: thus, Corunna
is used in lieu of La Corufia, and Saragossa over Zaragoza;
in many instances I have provided the Spanish-language
orthography in parentheses. Some places with names still
familiar to use today have changed their spellings, even if
only slightly, for example, Valetta to Valletta.

While it has long been the custom to name a battle
after a local geographical or political feature, whether a
river, lake, village, or town, the rival sides did not always
agree on usage, a fact that should come as no surprise to
anyone: Nations that fight over great political questions
can hardly be expected to agree on the names they ascribe
to the battles fought between them. Thus, the battles of the
Glorious First of June, Borodino, and even Waterloo, to
name but a few, are familiar to English speakers, but are
not used as such by the French, even if they familiar to
them. There is also some disagreement over the spelling of
some battles’ names, including Auerstiddt (Auerstedt), and
Arcola (Arcole). The most commonly used form in the
English-speaking world has been adopted in this work in
an effort to reduce confusion as much as possible. Even
still, there are sometimes alternative names. What to con-
temporaries in Britain was known as the (naval) Battle of
Aboukir, is better known today as the Battle of the Nile, the
former name being reserved in this text for a lesser known
(land) battle fought the following year.

Some place names in particular have caused endless
problems for students and historians, especially those con-
nected with the Low Countries. Such terms as the Austrian
Netherlands, Belgium, and the Netherlands, must be used
carefully, and every effort has been made to prevent confu-
sion in the text. This must be cleared up here and now:
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The Austrian Netherlands was a possession of the
Habsburg Empire, roughly constituting what is now Bel-
gium and Luxembourg. It is frequently and erroneously
confused with the United Provinces of the Netherlands,
generally known as Holland, lying immediately to the
north of it. References in this text to the Austrian Nether-
lands are to the territory described here. The Netherlands
came into being in 1814, and was an amalgamation of the
former Austrian Netherlands and the Kingdom of Holland
established under Napoleonic auspices in 1806. The term
Netherlands is not used in this work except to describe the
nation created in 1814, so that readers are aware of its dis-
tinction with the Austrian Netherlands. With respect to
Belgium, though technically the country by this name was
not formally established until 1830, the term was com-
monly used before that time to mean the territory that
comprised the Austrian Netherlands until French occupa-
tion in the 1790s. It was also sometimes referred to broadly
as Flanders, which itself has been divided politically in var-
ious ways over the centuries.

Readers should also be aware that the terms Germany,
Italy, and Poland are used in broad geographical terms to
mean those areas where, respectively, the German, Italian,
and Polish language and culture were predominant. The
fact that none of these countries existed under such names
until very much later (Italy and Germany in 1870 and
1871, respectively, and Poland in 1919, having been extin-
guished by the final partition of 1795) has never deterred
historians from using them judiciously to describe large
areas of Europe where no other description proves ade-
quate to the task.

Some place names continue in use today, but in fact
refer to altogether different places. Thus, Syria during this
period was in fact in what is today Israel, a circumstance
rendered even more confused by the fact that it is some-
times referred to as Palestine in some histories of Bona-
parte’s campaign there in 1799. Further, what was known
to contemporaries as the Tyrol, a recognized Alpine region,
is today simply known as Tyrol or Tirol, parts of which be-
long to Austria and Italy, respectively.

In some cases, there is no agreement on the spelling of
places, as evidenced by the numerous variations in histori-
cal texts by which one may encounter the name of the
town where the Allies concluded their armistice with
France in the summer of 1813: Pléiswitz, Plaswitz, Pleis-
chwitz (the latter being the form we’ve used), and so on.
Disagreement also sometimes arises over the presence or
absence of an accent, as with Dunaberg or Diinaberg
Guttstadt or Guttstidt; Durrenstein, Diirnstein, or Durn-
stein; and Hollabrunn or Hollabriinn.

Transliterated names also raise questions about proper
spelling, such as in the case of Krasnoe versus Krasnyi. In

the case of place names requiring transliteration, particu-
larly from the Russian, readers will find spellings which
come closest to capturing the correct pronunciation of the
place concerned.

Names of Weaponry
By modern standards the armies of this period fought with
a very narrow range of weapons, with identification and
description a relatively simple matter. However, readers
should be aware that the term gun never refers to small
arms, but always to artillery ordnance. Thus, an army
which is said to possess 85 guns means that it has 85 can-
non, a term whose plural form is also cannon, not cannons.
Naval terminology, which forms a large language of its
own, can easily cause confusion, not least because of varia-
tions in spelling; thus: mizzenmast, mizzen mast or mizen
mast; and ship of the line or ship-of-the-line, to offer but
two examples. One must grapple with such arcane ques-
tions as whether or not to use a hyphen in the noun form
of first rate when describing a class of vessel, or only in its
adjective form. Suffice it to say that the editor hopes that
this work has resolved such issues in a manner satisfactory
to most readers.

“Battles,” “Engagements,” and “Actions”

Any hostile encounter between rival forces that involved a
force of division strength or greater, that is, several thou-
sand men on either side, has been designated a battle.
Minor encounters have been described as an engagement
or action. In North America, where armies were consider-
ably smaller, what constituted a battle would not be desig-
nated so in Europe, where fighting was conducted on a
greater scale than ever before. There can be no scientific
formula applied here as to what genuinely qualifies as a
battle. Common sense must therefore be the guiding rule.
A clash between forces of battalion strength, for instance,
cannot be regarded as a battle.

Statistics

All military historians must struggle with the unsettling
fact that accurate statistics are all but impossible to obtain.
The nature of military and naval records, deliberately falsi-
fied claims of losses and strengths, missing tallies of the
wounded and missing, and the problems of tabulation as-
sociated with the arrival of reinforcements concurrent
with losses through desertion—and many other factors to
boot—render any hope of acquiring precise figures frus-
tratingly elusive. Having said this, the figures for strengths
and losses contained herein are considered the most accu-
rate possible under the circumstances described above;
suffice it to say that readers will sometimes find discrepan-
cies with other sources, which they are actively invited to



consult via the “References and Further Reading” section
appended to each entry.

Regimental Designations and Distinctions

Readers interested in the minutiae connected with the
study of the individual regiments and other formations
that comprised the armies of the European powers, great
and small, can consult the books on such subjects referred
to in the “References and Further Reading” sections ac-
companying the appropriate entries. No attempt at stan-
dardizing the manner of introducing regiments has been
attempted here, as this would throw the whole subject into
confusion. Thus, British regiments are given their proper
names or numbers as they were known to contemporaries.
The names or numbers of French regiments are either pro-
vided in French, or have been translated into English—but
only where an exact translation can be offered. The same
principle has been applied to all other armies, though ob-
viously Russian names have undergone the process of
transliteration, with the most accurate spelling offered.

References and Further Reading

Finally, readers should note that each entry contains a list
of sources either used in the preparation of the entry, or
offered as suggested further reading, or both. Many, espe-
cially the more recent sources, were added by the editor to
assist readers in making use of the latest publications.
Where possible, foreign language sources have been in-
cluded. The latest editions available of classic texts in the
literature have been provided, with basic information; full
bibliographic details have not been included, in the inter-
ests of space, as in the case of the eminent historian Duff
Cooper’s biography of Prince Talleyrand, now more than
70 years old, which is given in its 2001 edition.
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Introduction

s a member of the advisory board who helped to
Aput together this work, I am delighted to have been

asked to write a few words of introduction to its
pages. Yet it is not without sadness that I do so. But for his
recent death, my eminent colleague and old friend, David
Chandler, would doubtless have filled the role in his usual
inimitable style, and I greatly regret that he is not here to
see this work’s publication. I do trust, however, that he
would have approved of its contents. And in standing in
for him, I can at least say something about this most larger
than life of figures.

I first came across the works of David Chandler when
I was still a schoolboy. Accessible, fascinating, and posi-
tively brimming over with enthusiasm for their subject,
they fired my imagination, and helped fuel the love of his-
tory that led me into the career that I have now followed
for nearly thirty years. I would like to say here, of course,
that it was The Campaigns of Napoleon that first got me in-
terested in the Napoleonic period, but life, alas, is not that
simple! However, what is true is that when as a young
scholar in his twenties I first got to meet David in the flesh,
he treated me with much kindness—kindness that he had
no need to show, and kindness that undoubtedly helped
me on my way as I fought my way through the maze of de-
fenses through which the proverbial ivory tower is wont to
be surrounded.

In those years, too, I learned more about David as a
scholar and as a human being. In the former capacity he
could be quirky and in the latter unpredictable. However,
what shone through in public lecture after public lecture
was—again—his immense verve and enthusiasm, and,
above all, his genius as a showman. Listening to David—
watching David even—was a joy, and his ability both to
generate an air of real excitement and to communicate it to
his audience is something that I envy even now. One had
the feeling, indeed, that had he only had a top hat on the
table beside him, a wave of his hand would have been
enough to have the entire Imperial Guard march forth
from its depths. Quite simply, he was a wonderful draw,
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and, if this meant that an unfortunate timetable clash at a
conference in Lisbon—unfortunate in that it prevented me
from hearing his lecture—left me speaking to an audience
of eight, of whom it turned out that six could only speak
Portuguese, in an auditorium built for 500, I can only say
that it is a story that I shall cherish to the end of my days.

Then, besides David the man of courage—his last
years were a show of gallant defiance in the face of terrible
adversity—there was David the Romantic: the David who
sincerely admired Napoleon and candidly forgave him the
fact that he was, in his own words, a “bad man.” This side
to his work could sometimes grate upon the reader, but his
friends knew that it was accompanied by a strong streak of
self-parody: Like me, they will remember with affection
the wonderful cartoons in which he had himself portrayed
as a distinctly portly Bonaparte! Such memories, alas, must
necessarily be private affairs, but for all those interested in
the Napoleonic epoch David should remain a great figure.
If there were limits to his scholarship, there were no limits
to his capacity to inspire interest in his subject, and I am
sure that I am not the only academic historian who is hon-
est enough to recognize that without such figures we
would be lecturing to halls that are far emptier. And if just
one of my books was to have the same impact as The Cam-
paigns of Napoleon, I would be a happy man.

Before going on to talk about this new encyclopedia,
there is one other figure whom I should like to mention. I
here refer to the American historian, Gunther Rothenberg,
who was another casualty of the year 2004. The leading
Anglophone specialist on the Habsburg empire of the
Napoleonic period, Gunther was a veteran of the Second
World War who served with the British army in the West-
ern Desert, Italy, Yugoslavia, and Austria, and went on to
make a long and distinguished academic career at Purdue
University in Indiana. Like David, he, too, was very gener-
ous to me on the numerous occasions that we met at con-
ferences in the States, and his advice not to overspecialize
has stayed with me to this day—indeed, in some respects it
has shaped my entire career. Kindly and wise, Gunther was



xvi Introduction

also a fine scholar, and the series of works that he produced
on the Napoleonic Wars, and, in particular, the Austrian
army, remain major reference points for all those inter-
ested in the period. Among all those who knew him he is
much missed.

What then of the current work? With its three vol-
umes and nearly one million words, it is clearly a massive
enterprise, and one that may justly be said to surpass any-
thing else that is in the field. And that it reaches areas of the
French Revolutionary and Napoleonic era that previous
encyclopedias have not touched there can be no doubt.
There will always be gaps, of course, but at least the experi-
ence of finding that the entries relate only to things that
one already knows about, and that the things one really
needs are not there, should be a little less common than
before.

For example, we discover that the Wars were not just
waged in the heartlands of the continent of Europe, but
also in such outermost peripheries as Scandinavia, the
Balkans, and the Middle East. Contained within its pages,
too, is much material on not just matters military and
naval, but also the social, political, cultural, and economic
aspects of the period, while we meet not just bemedaled
generals and field marshals, but also many of the statesmen
who struggled to articulate the demands of a war effort
that far surpassed anything that had previously been expe-
rienced in human history.

Nor is this surprising: Many of the contributors in the
team put together by Gregory Fremont-Barnes are at the
forefront of the academic research that has in recent years
so greatly increased our appreciation of the importance
and complexity of the French Revolutionary and
Napoleonic Wars. At the same time Gregory can justly take
great pride in the work’s very full notes on further reading.
As these draw on the most recent sources possible, what is
offered is not just a historical encyclopedia but a major
bibliography that will greatly assist students of the period.
The encyclopedia also contains 65 maps, a section of
source documents, two glossaries, and a chronology.

The work that I am introducing, then, is very useful,
but, if so, it is also extremely timely. As it is going to press,
Europe is in bicentennial mode insofar as the Napoleonic
era is concerned. By this time two hundred years ago, the
Grande Armée had already decisively defeated the Austro-
Russian army at Austerlitz, on 2 December 1805, while
only five weeks before Viscount Nelson had crushed the
Franco-Spanish fleet at Trafalgar. Britain may have con-
firmed herself as mistress of the seas, but Napoleon was
poised to defeat the next continental Great Power: Prussia,
the bicentenary of which is fast approaching.

In Britain, at least, television and radio programs that
relate to the Napoleonic period seem ever more frequent,

while there is hardly a museum that is not holding an exhi-
bition on the subject, not to mention hardly a bookshop
whose shelves are not currently groaning with biographies
of Nelson. The literature of the Napoleonic era continues
to fascinate a large readership, as well, not least because of
the wild popularity of the late Patrick O’Brian in the
United States since the publication of his novels there fif-
teen years ago, and the superbly produced 2003 Hollywood
movie, based on the O’Brian series, Master and Comman-
der: The Far Side of the World.

More than one writer, indeed, have made their for-
tunes through tales of military and naval derring-do in the
French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars, and even in
the academic world there are rumors of publishing con-
tracts running into six figures. And as in Britain so in
France, where a lavish television series on Napoleon in
2002 was accompanied by the rediscovery of the Emperor’s
old soldiers: In a development of great help to researchers,
the latter’s memoirs are being reprinted by the dozen. All
this, of course, is likely to generate considerable sound and
fury—recent debates concerning whether or not the Battle
of Waterloo was a “German” victory are a case in point.

There is in addition the issue of the European Union.
Thanks to the coming of the Euro and the controversy that
surrounds the Union’s proposed constitution, Napoleon is
also very much in the forefront of political debate. Enthu-
siastic Bonapartists claim that the Emperor was the forefa-
ther of European union, while ardent Euro-skeptics pro-
claim that the Battle of Waterloo is being lost every day just
a few miles up the road at the headquarters of the Euro-
pean Commission in Brussels. Both claims, of course, are
to be taken with a pinch of salt: Napoleon’s talk of liberat-
ing the nations of Europe and uniting them in a great fed-
eration governed by a single code of law is a creation of the
legend of St. Helena designed to cover the fact that the
French imperium was little more than a vehicle for eco-
nomic, military, and political exploitation held together by
a mixture of manipulation and brute force, while, the
views of British Euro-skeptics notwithstanding, the Euro-
pean Union has no more in common with the Napoleonic
empire than it does with the united Europe presided over
in the mid-twentieth century by another “little corporal,”
whose short-lived Reich cost Europe tens of millions of
lives.

It is to be hoped, then, that this work will help to con-
found those who seek to plunder the past to buttress their
views of the future. Yet there are many other reasons why it
is worth producing a historical encyclopedia on the subject
of the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic era. Not the
least of these is the fact that right up until 1914, the years
from 1792 till 1815 were at the very center of Europe’s his-
torical consciousness. It was they that were suggested by



the words “the Great War,” and it was they that provided
the growing cities of Europe with a considerable part of the
furniture of urban life. Square after square, then, was dom-
inated by statues of one successful general or another, just
as tavern after tavern and street after street was named
after heroes of the conflict. Streets and squares, too, be-
came the vehicle by which important battles could be re-
membered, while London’s Waterloo Rail Station had its
counterpart in Paris’s Gare d’Austerlitz.

A staple of the historical novels devoured by the newly
literate masses, in country after country the wars had also
emerged as a central plank of the national myth, defining
national enemies and establishing models of national be-
havior that carried considerable weight in times of crisis. It
is arguable, for example, that the Britain that had liberated
Spain in 1814 could not be the Britain that failed to fight
for Belgium in 1914. Having come to the aid of one coun-
try suffering at the hands of another that sought continen-
tal hegemony, Britain could not sit idly by in 1914 and
allow a new disturber of the European balance of power to
swallow up its weaker neighbor. Whether the aggressor
happened to be France, in the first case, or Germany in the
second, mattered little to Britain; the principle behind
British military intervention on the Continent remained
the same.

Note, too, the fact that the outbreak of the First World
War coincided with a period in which Europe had been
celebrating the centenary of the Napoleonic Wars and in
which a number of participants in the political process had
had good reason to seize upon its history for their own
ends. Just as is the case today, the same phenomena could
sometimes be used for causes that were diametrically op-
posed to one another. In the Spain of 1908, then, while the
Conservative government of Antonio Maura sought hard
to make use of images of the Spanish uprising against Na-
poleon as one more means of achieving its goal of integrat-
ing the Spanish masses with the Restoration Monarchy, so
in Catalonia, scholars associated with the growing nation-
alist movement worked hard to create a Catalan myth in
which the region’s inhabitants had not only fought hero-
ically against the French, but also fought more heroically
than their counterparts in the rest of Spain.

It was, in short, an age of popular nationalism, and,
moreover, one that happened at a time when the
Napoleonic Wars were a most potent symbol. Still, worse,
many of these myths, and the hostility and prejudice to
which they have given rise, are still around to this day,
which is yet another reason why the period should con-
tinue to merit the attention of historians.

To go back to the issue of historical perspective, an un-
derstanding of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic epoch,
or at least the manner in which it was remembered and
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manipulated by subsequent generations, is crucial to an
understanding of much of what was to occur in the twenti-
eth century. But insofar as the First World War is con-
cerned, the wars of 17921815 are in one sense even more
important. Much more than succeeding conflicts—the
American Civil War of 1861-1865 is the obvious exam-
ple—they epitomized the shape of wars to come in the
popular imagination. In a number of states a variety of
regiments still paraded in uniforms that recalled those that
had been worn in 1815, while in one or two instances they
even went to war in them. Equally, many of the tunes still
played by military bands had been heard at Waterloo,
Leipzig, or Austerlitz. And, finally, pictorial depictions of,
say, the Franco-Prussian War of 1870-1871 were very
much inclined to mirror the art of the Napoleonic era.

But from this there followed something else. Precisely
because the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars
still provided the idiom in which war was understood in
the popular mind, they to a certain extent anesthetized it
against its horrors. At first sight, this may seem paradoxi-
cal: As we shall shortly discover, the years from 1792 to
1815 were as traumatic as any that had hitherto been expe-
rienced in European history. But in most of the states that
went to war in 1914, the memory of the campaigns of the
Revolution and Napoleon was centered on the concept of
the great battle—the decisive clash that could, like Auster-
litz, Jena, Friedland, Leipzig, or Waterloo, seal the fate of a
campaign at a stroke and thus ensure that war was rela-
tively painless.

At the Battle of Sadowa in 1866, during Prussia’s sec-
ond brief war with Austria, the trick had been pulled off
again, and those who thought that this would not be the
case in 1914 were few and far between. Indeed, it is even ar-
guable that the obsession with the decisive battle was by no
means guiltless in the process that finally took Europe into
a new “great war”: What was Imperial Germany’s Schlief-
fen Plan if not a particularly grandiloquent version of the
Napoleonic manoeuvre sur les derrieres—a grand, decisive
encircling movement designed to clinch victory without
the necessity of drawn-out fighting? Yet, by a curious
process of osmosis, the passage of a century from the wars
of the Revolutionary and Napoleonic era had transformed
them from looming specter to source of reassurance.

Nevertheless, it was very much as looming specter that
they deserved to be remembered. Prior to the First World
War, only the Thirty Years’ War of 1618-1648 had come
close to rivaling them in the human experience in terms of
death and destruction, while the latter had been much
more restricted in terms of the area that it affected in geo-
graphical terms. How many soldiers and civilians died as a
direct result of the fighting, of hunger and privation, or in
consequence of the terrible epidemics of disease (above all,
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typhus) that the different armies carried in their train is im-
possible to say, but five million is probably the very smallest
figure that is acceptable, and the real total may well be
much higher. And behind the bare figures lies an image of
hell: With knowledge of modern medicine and sanitation as
limited as the facilities that existed to assist the sick and
wounded, the human suffering that all this represented is
scarcely within the bounds of comprehension. Given the
image of military pomp that surrounds the Revolutionary
and Napoleonic Wars—an image given further credence by
the fact that, at least on the parade ground, the uniforms of
the French and their opponents were probably more daz-
zling that anything worn by any soldiers before or since—it
is worth reflecting on these realities.

All the more is this necessary given the survival of the
Napoleonic legend. Thus, in testimony to his brilliance as a
propagandist, the Emperor continues to seize the imagina-
tion of many observers who are convinced they see in him
the little man made good, the perpetual underdog, the
man of the French Revolution struggling to liberate the

peoples of Europe, the man of the future dragging Europe
willy-nilly into the modern age, and, perhaps above all, the
quintessential Romantic hero. Whether Napoleon was gen-
uinely any of those things is a matter of debate, but what
cannot be denied is that each and every one of them came
at a terrible cost.

It will, of course, here be argued by loyal Bonapartists
that none of this was Napoleon’s fault—that all of the evils
associated with the French Revolutionary and Napoleonic
Wars, indeed, came from the stubborn refusal of the mon-
archs of Europe to allow France and her revolution any
place in their world. Well, perhaps, but to make such a
claim involves raising so many questions that one is again
forced back on the need to study the period in detail, and,
by extension, to recognize that the current work is an ex-
tremely useful addition to the literature of an epoch that is
not just distant history, but a defining point of reference
for the age in which we live.

Charles J. Esdaile
University of Liverpool
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Chronology

1792
March
2 Leopold II, Holy Roman Emperor, dies.

April
19  Duke of Brunswick’s army crosses the French
border
20  France declares war on Austria
29  French offensive into Flanders halted by the
Austrians at Valenciennes

15  France declares war on Sardinia
18 Russian troops invade Poland

June
18 Renewed French offensive into the Austrian
Netherlands result in capture of Courtrai
26  First Coalition formed between Austria and
Prussia
29  French troops retreat from Courtrai

July
24  Prussia declares war on France

August
1  Austro-Prussian forces cross the Rhine

September
20 Battle of Valmy; First French offensive in Italy
begins
22 France proclaimed a republic
25  Allies invest Lille
28  French troops occupy Nice, in Piedmont

October
6 Allied forces withdraw from Lille
20  French forces occupy Mainz and Frankfurt
22 Prussians evacuate France

November
6 Battle of Jemappes, in the Austrian Netherlands
15  French occupy Brussels
20  French declare the Scheldt open

December
1-16  French driven from the east bank of the Rhine
2 French complete occupation of the Austrian
Netherlands

1793
January
20  Louis XVI, King of France, is executed
23 Second partition of Poland by Russia and Prussia

February
1  France declares war on Britain and the United
Provinces (Holland)

March
6 Battle of Maastricht
7  France declares war on Spain
10  Outbreak of revolt in the Vendée
18  Battle of Neerwinden

April
5 Dumouriez defects to the Allies
6 Committee of Public Safety established in Paris
14  Allies lay siege to Mainz, on the Rhine
15 Operations in the West Indies open with British
attack on Tobago

8 Battle of St. Amand

5  British capture Port-au-Prince, St. Domingue,
West Indies
28  Allies take Valenciennes

xxxiii
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July
17  Battle of Perpignan on the Pyrenean front
21  Allies capture Mainz

August
28 Toulon surrenders to an Anglo-Spanish
expeditionary force; start of siege of Quesnoy in
the Austrian Netherlands
29  Siege of Dunkirk, Austrian Netherlands, begins

September
8 Battle of Hondschoote, Austrian Netherlands;
siege of Dunkirk lifted

11 Allied forces accept surrender of Quesnoy
22 Battle of Truillas, on the Pyrenean front

October
8 Royalist rebellion in Lyon ends
15-16  Battle of Wattignies, in the Austrian Netherlands

December
19  Allies evacuate Toulon, taking Royalist civilians
with them
23 Vendéan revolt ends
26  Battle of the Geisberg, on the Rhine front

1794
April
1 British capture St. Lucia, in the West Indies
20  British capture Guadeloupe, in the West Indies
26  Battle of Landrecies, in the Austrian Netherlands
29-30 Battle of Le Boulou, on the Pyrenean front

11  Battle of Courtrai, in the Austrians Netherlands
18 Battle of Tourcoing, Austrians Netherlands
23 Battle of Tournai, Austrian Netherlands

June
1  Battle of the Glorious First of June, off Ushant
6  French assume new offensive in Italy
26  Battle of Fleurus, Austrian Netherlands

July
27  Coup of Thermidor in Paris; Robespierre
executed the following day

August
1 Battle of San Marcial, on the Pyrenean front
10  British forces capture Corsica
25  French invade Holland
29  French retake Valenciennes

October
5 Battle of Maciejowice, during the Polish revolt
6  French reconquest of Guadeloupe complete
9  French troops occupy Cologne, on the Rhine

November
4-5  Battle of Praga, during the Polish revolt
18  French capture Nijmegen, in Holland
26 French capture Figueras on the Pyrenean front

December
10  French retake Guadeloupe

1795
January
3 Third and final partition of Poland
20  French troops occupy Amsterdam
30 French cavalry captures the Dutch fleet at Texel

February
3 French troops capture Rosas on the Pyrenean
front

March
13-14  Battle of the Gulf of Genoa
25  British expeditionary force to Flanders is
evacuated by sea at Bremen

April
5 Treaty of Basle concluded between France and
Prussia
25  French begin offensive along the river Fluvia on
the Pyrenean front

June
17  Battle of Belle Isle
19 French recapture St. Lucia, in the West Indies
23 Battle of the Ile de Groix
27  British land French royalist troops at Quiberon
Bay on the coast of France

July
17  Battle of Hyeres
21  French republican forces defeat the royalists at
Quiberon
22 French and Spanish conclude peace at Basle

August
1 British invade Ceylon

September
6  French open offensive along the Rhine



14 British expeditionary forces conquers the Dutch
Cape Colony in southern Africa

October
1 France annexes Belgium
5 Bonaparte uses artillery in the streets of Paris to
quell the coup of Vendémiaire
27 New French government, the Directory, takes
power in Paris

November
23 Battle of Loano

1796
February
14 British expeditionary force captures Dutch
colony of Ceylon
March
2 Bonaparte assumes command of French troops
in Italy

9 Bonaparte and Josephine marry

April
11 Napoleon opens offensive on the Italian front
12 Battle of Montenotte
14-15 Second Battle of Dego
16-17  Battle of Ceva
21 Battle of Mondovi
28 Piedmont and France conclude peace at Cherasco

8  Action at Codogno
10 Battle of Lodi
13 French forces occupy Milan
26  British troops retake St. Lucia in the West Indies
30 Battle of Borghetto; first siege of Mantua begins

June
3 British capture St. Vincent in the West Indies
First Battle of Altenkirchen, Rhine front
28 Fortress at Milan capitulates to the French

July
5 Battle of Rastatt, Rhine front
9 Battle of Ettlingen, Rhine front
14  Battle of Haslach, Rhine front
31 French abandon siege of Mantua

August
3 Battle of Lonato, Italian front
5 Battle of Castiglione, Italian front

Chronology XXXV

7  Battle of Forcheim, Rhine front

11  Battle of Neresheim, Rhine front

17 Dutch surrender their fleet to British forces at
Cape Colony

19 French and Spanish conclude Treaty of San
Ildefonso

24  Battle of Friedberg, Rhine front; Battle of
Amberg, Rhine front; French resume siege of
Mantua

September
3 Battle of Wiirzburg, Rhine front
4  Battle of Rovereto, Italian front
8 Battle of Bassano, Italian front

October
2 Battle of Biberach, Rhine front
8  Spain declares war on Britain
10  Peace concluded between France and Naples
19  Battle of Emmendlingen, Rhine front
23 Battle of Schliengen, Rhine front

November
2 French reoccupy Corsica after British evacuation
12 Battle of Caldiero, Italian front
15-17 Battle of Arcola, Italian front
17  Tsarina Catherine II of Russia dies

December
22 French naval force appears off Bantry Bay on the
Irish coast

1797
January
14-15 Battle of Rivoli, Italian front

February
2 Mantua surrenders to the French, Italian front

14  Battle of St. Vincent off the coast of Spain

17  British take Trinidad in the West Indies

19  Peace concluded between France and the Papal
States

22 French expeditionary force lands on the Welsh
coast

24  French troops in Wales capitulate

April
16 Mutiny breaks out among British naval crews at
Spithead
17  Preliminary peace concluded between France and
Austria at Leoben
18  Second Battle of Altenkirchen, Rhine front



XXXVi Chronology

20 Battle of Diersheim, Rhine front

12 Mutiny breaks out among British naval crews at
the Nore
15 End of naval mutiny at Spithead

June
15 End of naval mutiny at the Nore

July
9  French establish the Cisalpine Republic in
northern Italy

October
11  Battle of Camperdown between the British and
Dutch naval squadrons
17  France and Austria conclude Treaty of Campo

Formio
1798
May
19  French expeditionary force departs from Toulon
bound for Egypt

24 Outbreak of rebellion in Ireland

June
12 French occupy Malta en route to Egypt

July
1 French expedition arrives in Egypt
13 Battle of Shubra Khit
21  Battle of the Pyramids
22 French enter Cairo

August
1-2  Battle of the Nile
22 French expeditionary force disembarks at Kilala
Bay on the Irish coast

September
8  French troops in Ireland surrender to British
9  Turkey declares war on France

October
12 Battle of Donegal, off the Irish coast

November
19  British troops capture Minorca
23 Neapolitan forces invade central Italy
29  Neapolitan troops occupy Rome

December
13 Neapolitan troops evacuate Rome

1799
January
23 French establish the Parthenopean Republic in
the former Kingdom of the Two Siclies (Naples)

February
10  French troops begin campaign in Syria

March
12 France declares war on Austria
17  French besiege Acre on the Syrian coast
21  Battle of Ostrach, Rhine front
25  Battle of Stockach, Rhine front
30 Battle of Verona, Italian front

April
5 Battle of Magnano, Italian front
15 Russian army under Suvorov arrives at the Italian
front
26  Battle of Cassano, Italian front
29  Allied occupation of Milan

May
20  French lift siege of Acre in Syria

June
4-7  First Battle of Ziirich, on the Swiss front
18-19 Battle of the Trebbia, Italian front
21  Battle of San Giuliano, Italian front

July
15 Ottoman troops land in Aboukir Bay, Egypt
25  French attack Turkish positions at Aboukir

August
2 French capture Aboukir from the Turks

15 Battle of Novi, Italian front

24  Bonaparte leaves Egypt for France

26  French offensive near Mannheim, Rhine front

27  British expeditionary force disembarks from
North Holland; Suvorov’s army begins march
from Italy to Switzerland; Tsar Paul I forms
League of Armed Neutrality against Britain

30 British squadron seizes Dutch fleet at the
Helder

September
18  French surrender Mannheim, Rhine front
19  Battle of Bergen, in Holland



25-26  Second Battle of Ziirich, Swiss front

October
9 Bonaparte lands in France
10 By a convention with the French, Anglo-Russian
forces to be withdrawn from North Holland

November
9-10 Coup of Brumaire in Paris; Consulate comes to
power

December
25 Bonaparte appointed First Consul

1800
January
24  Convention of El Arish concluded between
British and French in Egypt

March
20 Battle of Heliopolis, in Egypt

April
20  Allies lay siege to Genoa in northern Italy

May
15  French forces enter the Great St. Bernard Pass in
the Alps
June

2 French forces occupy Milan
4  French surrender Genoa
9 Battle of Montebello
14  Battle of Marengo; Kléber assassinated in Cairo
15  Austrians conclude armistice by which they agree
to evacuate northern Italy
19  Battle of Hochstddt on the Rhine front

July
28  Truce agreed between French and Austrians on
the Rhine front

September
5 French garrison on Malta capitulates

December
3 Battle of Hohenlinden, Rhine front
16 Denmark and Sweden join Russia in League of
Armed Neutrality against Britain
18 Prussia joins League of Armed Neutrality
25  French and Austrians sign armistice

Chronology XXXVii

1801
January
1 Act of Union joins Ireland to Britain

February
4 William Pitt, British prime minister, resigns, to be
replaced by Henry Addington
8 Peace concluded between France and Austria by
Treaty of Lunéville

March
8  British expeditionary force lands in Egypt
20-21 Battle of Alexandria
23 Tsar Paul I of Russia assassinated
28  Peace concluded between France and Naples by
Treaty of Florence

April
2 Battle of Copenhagen

July
6,12  First and Second Battles of Algeciras, off Spanish
coast
15 Bonaparte concludes Concordat with Pope Pius
VII
August

31 French army in Egypt capitulates

October
1 Preliminary treaty of peace concluded by Britain
and France at Amiens

1802
February
5 French expeditionary force lands in St.
Domingue, in the West Indies

March
25 Definitive version of Treaty of Amiens concluded

August
2 Bonaparte proclaimed Consul for life

October
15  French troops invade Switzerland

1803
May
2 United States agrees to purchase Louisiana
Territory from France
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18  Britain declares war on Napoleon signaling start
of the Napoleonic Wars

1804
January
1 St. Domingue declares independence from
France, renaming itself Haiti

March
21  Civil (Napoleonic) Code published; execution of
duc d’Enghien by French authorities

May
18 Napoleon proclaimed Emperor of France
19 Napoleon establishes the Marshalate

December
2 Coronation of Napoleon I, Emperor of France
12 Spain declares war on Britain

1805
April
11 Treaty of alliance concluded between Britain and
Russia
May

26  Napoleon crowned King of Italy

July
22 Battle of Finisterre, off French coast

August
9  Austria accedes to Anglo-Russian treaty of

alliance, forming the Third Coalition

26  Grande Armée leaves camps along the Channel
coast and marches for the Danube

31  August Britain and Sweden conclude subsidy
agreement for the supply of Swedish troops to
the Third Coalition

September
8  Austrian troops enter Bavaria

October
3 Sweden concludes treaty of alliance with Britain,
formally joining the Third Coalition
20  Austrian army under Mack surrenders at Ulm, in
Bavaria
21 Battle of Trafalgar
29-31  Second Battle of Caldiero, in northern Italy

November
4 Battle of Cape Ortegal, off Spanish coast
5 Battle of Amstetten, in Bavaria
11  Battle of Diirnstein, in Bavaria
12 French occupy Vienna
15 Battle of Hollabrunn, in Bavaria

December
2 Battle of Austerlitz
3 Emperor Francis of Austria sues for peace
26  Treaty of Pressburg concluded between France
and Austria

1806
January
23 Death of William Pitt

February
6 Battle of Santo Domingo, in West Indian waters

March
30 Joseph Bonaparte crowned King of Naples

June
5 Louis Bonaparte proclaimed King of Holland

July
6 Battle of Maida, southern Italy
9  British expeditionary force occupies Buenos Aires
25 Creation of the Confederation of the Rhine

August
6 Termination of the Holy Roman Empire

October
8  French forces enter Saxony en route for Prussia
10  Action at Saalfeld
14 Twin battles of Jena and Auerstidt
17  Battle of Halle
20  French lay siege to Magdeburg
27  Napoleon enters Berlin
28  Prussian garrison of Prenzlau capitulates

November
1 Napoleon issues Berlin Decrees
6  Bliicher surrenders his forces near Litbeck
11  Fortress of Magdeburg surrenders
28  French troops enter Warsaw

December
26  Battles of Pultusk and Golymin, East Prussia



1807
February
3 Battle of Jankovo, East Prussia
7-8  Battle of Eylau, East Prussia
19  British fleet enters the Dardanelles

March
18  French lay siege to Danzig, in East Prussia

27  Danzig surrenders

June
10-11  Battle of Heilsberg, East Prussia
14  Battle of Friedland, East Prussia
25 Napoleon and Tsar Alexander meet on the River
Niemen

July
7  France and Russian conclude peace at Tilsit
9  France and Prussia conclude peace at Tilsit
19 French issue ultimatum to Portugal demanding
conformance with Continental System

September
2-5  British naval force bombards Copenhagen

October
27  France and Spain conclude Treaty of
Fontainebleau

November
23 Napoleon issues first Milan Decree
30 French troops enter Lisbon

December
17  Napoleon issues second Milan Decree

1808
February
16  Beginning of French invasion of Spain

March
17 King Charles IV of Spain abdicates
24  French troops enter Madrid

April

17  Conference at Bayonne opens

2 Popular uprising in Madrid

Chronology XXxix

June
6 Joseph Bonaparte proclaimed King of Spain
15  First siege of Saragossa begins

July
14 Battle of Medina del Rio Seco
20 French surrender at Bailén

August
1 Murat becomes King of Naples; British troops
land in Portugal
16 Action at Rolica
17 French abandon siege of Saragossa
21  Battle of Vimiero
22 Convention of Cintra concluded

September
27  Congress of Erfurt between Napoleon and Tsar
Alexander

November
5 Battle of Valmeseda
10 Battles of Espinosa de los Monteros and
Gamonal
23 Battle of Tudela
29-30 Action at Somosierra

December
20  Second siege of Saragossa begins
21 Battle of Sahagin
29  Action at Benevente

1809
January
16  Battle of Corunna

February
20  Saragossa surrenders to the French

March
28  Battle of Medellin

April
11-16  British naval attack on the Basque and Aix Roads
16  Battle of Sacile, Italian front
20 Battle of Abensberg
21  French troops capture Landshut
22 Battle of Eggmiihl; Wellesley assumes command
of British forces in Portugal
23 Strorming of Ratisbon



x1 Chronology

3 Battle of Ebersberg
12 Battle of Oporto
13 French occupy Vienna
21-22  Battle of Aspern-Essling

June
14  Battle of Raab

July
5-6 Battle of Wagram
10-11  Battle of Znaim
12 Austrians conclude armistice with the French
27-29  Battle of Talavera

October
14 Treaty of Schonbrunn concluded between France
and Austria

November
19 Battle of Ocana

December
15 Napoleon and Josephine divorce

1810
February
5 French begin investment of Cadiz
20  Execution of Tyrolean rebel leader Andreas Hofer

April
2 Napoleon and Marie Louise of Austria marry in
Paris

July
1 Louis Bonaparte abdicates as King of Holland
9  France annexes Holland

September
27  Battle of Busaco

October
10  French troops arrive before the Lines of Torres
Vedras

November
16  French retreat from the Lines of Torres Vedras

1811
January
26  French besiege Badajoz

March
5 Battle of Barrosa
9 Badajoz surrenders to the French
11 Birth of a son to Napoleon and Marie Louise
May
7  British lay siege to Badajoz
16 Battle of Albuera
June
20  French relieve Badajoz
September
25 Battle of El Bod6n
1812
January
20  Wellington captures Ciudad Rodrigo
March
16  Wellington begins third siege of Badajoz
May
28  Treaty of Bucharest ends Russo-Turkish War
June
19 United States declares war on Britain
22 Grande Armée invades Russia
28  French occupy Vilna
July
8  French occupy Minsk
22 Battle of Salamanca
25-26 Battle of Ostronovo
28  French occupy Vitebsk
August
8 Battle of Inkovo
12 Wellington enters Madrid
14  First Battle of Krasnyi
16-18  Battle of Polotsk
24 French abandon siege of Cadiz
26  Kutuzov appointed Russian commander-in-chief
September
7  Battle of Borodino
14 French army occupies Moscow
19  Wellington lays siege to Burgos
October
18 Battle of Vinkovo



19 French army abandons Moscow and begins to
retreat west

21  Wellington retreats from Burgos

24  Battle of Maloyaroslavets

30  Wellington abandons Madrid

November
17 Second Battle of Krasnyi
25-29  French forces cross the Berezina River

December
5 Napoleon leaves the Grande Armée for Paris
8  French troops reach Vilna
14  Last French troops reach the Niemen River
28 Convention of Tauroggen between Prussian and
Russian forces

1813
February
7 Russian troops enter Warsaw

March
12 French troops abandon Hamburg
13 Prussia declares war on France
27  Allied troops occupy Dresden

3 Battle of Mdckern

2 Battle of Liitzen
8  French troops occupy Dresden
20-21 Battle of Bautzen
27  French abandon Madrid

June
2 British lay siege to Tarragona

Armistice agreed between French and Allies in
Germany

12 British abandon siege of Tarragona; French
evacuate Burgos

21 Battle of Vitoria

28  Siege of San Sebastian begins

30 Siege of Pamplona begins

July
7 Sweden joins the Sixth Coalition
19  Austria agrees to join the Allies
28-30 Battle of Sorauren

August
12 Austria declares war on France

Chronology xli

23 Battle of Grossbeeren
26  Battle of Pirna
2627 Battle of Dresden
30 Battle of Kulm
31 British capture San Sebastian; Battle of Vera;
Battle of San Marcial

September
6 Battle of Dennewitz

October
7 Wellington crosses the Bidassoa River
9 Battle of Diiben
14  Action at Liebertwolkwitz
16-19  Battle of Leipzig
18  Saxony defects to the Allies
30 Battle of Hanau
31 French surrender Pamplona

November
10  Battle of the Nivelle
11  French surrender Dresden

December
9-12  Battle of the Nive
13 Battle of St. Pierre

1814
January
11 Naples joins the Allies
14 Denmark concludes peace with the Allies at Kiel
27  Battle of St. Dizier
29 Battle of Brienne

February
1 Battle of La Rothiere
3 Negotiations for peace begin at Chatillon-sur-
Seine
10  Battle of Champaubert
11  Battle of Montmirail
12 Battle of Chéteau-Thierry
14  Battle of Vauchamps
17  Battle of Valjouan
18  Battle of Montereau
26  British lay siege to Bayonne
27  Battle of Orthez
27-28 Battle of Meaux

March
7  Battle of Craonne
9  Allies conclude Treaty of Chaumont
9-10  Battle of Laon
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13 Battle of Rheims

20  Battle of Arcis-sur-Aube

25 Battle of La-Fere-Champenoise

31 Action at Montmartre; Paris surrenders

April
6 Napoleon abdicates unconditionally

10  Battle of Toulouse

14  Action at Bayonne

17 Marshal Soult surrenders to Wellington, ending
the Peninsular War

28 Napoleon leaves for Elba

30  (First) Treaty of Paris concluded between France
and the Allies

May
27  French forces surrender Hamburg

July
5 Battle of Chippewa
25 Battle of Lundy’s Lane

November
1 Congress of Vienna convenes

December
24  Treaty of Ghent concludes war between Britain
and the United States

1815
January
8 Battle of New Orleans

February
26  Napoleon leaves Elba for France

March
1 Napoleon lands in France
15 Naples, still under Murat’s rule, declares war on
Austria
19  Bourbons leave Paris
20 Napoleon reaches Paris and returns to power
25  Allies form Seventh Coalition

2-3  Battle of Tolentino

9  Congress of Vienna closes
16  Battles of Ligny and Quatre Bras
18  Battle of Waterloo; Battle of Wavre
22 Napoleon abdicates

September
26  Holy Alliance concluded between Russia, Prussia,
Austria and other powers

November
20  (Second) Treaty of Paris concluded between
France and the Allies; Quadruple Alliance agreed
between Britain, Austria, Russia, and Prussia



Glossary of Military Terms

he terminology associated with warfare on land and

at sea during the period 1792-1815 is very large and

can fill several books. Siege warfare alone produced
a unique language of its own, mainly connected with the
parts of fortifications and the craft associated with their
defense or reduction. Below are some of the technical
terms referred to in this work, as well as others commonly
associated with the period.

a cheval: mounted

a pied: on foot

abatis: barricade of felled trees or interwoven branches

adjutant-general: staff colonel sometimes assigned to serve
as a chief of staff at division or corps level

Afrancesados: Spanish Francophiles, associated with those
who supported the French occupation of Spain from
1808

aide-de-camp: junior staff officer attached to a general or
marshal

Amalgame: amalgamation of regular French infantry
regiments and volunteer units to form a composite
units

approaches: trenches or siege lines dug toward the enemy
positions

arme blanche: generic term for cavalry

ataman: senior Cossack officer

Bashkirs: primitively armed and equipped light cavalry
from Asiatic Russia

bastion: four-sided fortification

battery: gun emplacement or company of artillery;
batteries could number six, eight or twelve guns

breaking ground: beginning a siege

breastplate: steel plate worn by cuirassiers to protect their
fronts; badge worn on the shoulder-belt

breastwork: parapet, usually on a field fortification, to
protect the defenders

brigade: tactical formation consisting of two or more
battalions of infantry or regiments of cavalry

xliii

cadre: important officers, enlisted men and other staff
needed to organize and train a unit

caisson: ammunition wagon

caliber the internal diameter of the barrel of the weapon,
and approximately the diameter of the projectile fired

canister: artillery ammunition consisting of small lead
balls encased in a tin

cannon: informal term for artillery piece

carbine: short cavalry musket

carabinier: type of heavily-armed cavalryman, similar to a
cuirassier

carbine: type of musket carried by cavalry, shorter and
lighter than the standard infantry musket

carriage: wooden frame which supports the barrel of a
cannon

cartouche: cartridge box

case shot: type of artillery ammunition, effectively the
same as canister

chasseurs a cheval: light cavalry

chasseurs a pied : light infantry

chef: colonel-proprietor of a regiment in the Russian Army

chef de bataillon: major; commander of a French battalion

chef d’escadron: major; commander of a cavalry squadron

cheval-de-frise: planks or beams studded with spikes or
blades, used as a barricade

chevauléger/chevau-Iéger: light cavalry, usually French

chevauxléger: light cavalry, usually German

chouan: Royalist insurgent from Brittany

citadel: component of a fortification, consisting of four or
five sides

class: annual proportion of the population liable

cockade: rosette bearing the national colors worn on a hat
or helmet

color/colour: infantry flag, battalion or regimental

commissariat: army department responsible for supply

company: small tactical unit of infantry or cavalry, or
battery of artillery; a subdivision of a battalion

cornet: lowest officer rank in the cavalry; second
lieutenant
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corps: self-contained formation, and the largest tactical
unit in an army, containing elements of infantry,
cavalry, artillery, and staff; a corps consisted of two or
more divisions

Cortes: the parliament of Spain

Cossack: generic name for irregular Russian cavalry

court-martial: military court

cuirass: metal breastplate or backplate worn by heavy
cavalry

cuirassier: heavy cavalrymen wearing a steel cuirass and
helmet

debouch: to issue from a ravine or wood into open ground

defile: narrow way through which troops can only march
on a very confined front

demi-brigade: French unit of the Revolutionary period
consisting of one regular and two volunteer or
conscript battalions

department/département: geographical sub-division of
France used for administrative purposes

division: military formation comprising two or more
brigades, comprising several thousand infantry and
cavalry supported by artillery

dragoon: medium cavalry capable of fighting mounted or
on foot, though almost invariably playing the former
role

eagle: standard consisting of an bronze Imperial eagle
mounted on a staff and presented to most units of the
French Army from 1804

embrasure: opening of a parapet of a fortress or field
fortification through which artillery (or small arms)
could be fired

émigrés: Royalists who fled France after the outbreak of
Revolution in 1789

enfilade: to fire on the flank of an opponent

ensign: the lowest rank in the infantry; second lieutenant

Erzherzog: Archduke; an Austrian title

escadron: squadron of cavalry

esplanade: open area separating a citadel from
surrounding buildings

état-major: regimental staff

evolution: drill movement, including marching and
weapons handling

facings: distinctive colors on a uniform, usually the collar
and cuffs, which differentiate units

fascine: bundle of brushwood used to fortify a position or
to fill ditches during an assault

field marshal: highest rank in the British, Russian, and
Prussian armies

foot: infantry

fléche (modern spelling, fleche): V-shaped fortification
whose rear is left open, from the French for “arrow”

flintlock: most common form of musket of the eighteenth
and early nineteenth centuries

forlorn hope: advance storming party, usually that sent
ahead of the main assault into the breach of a city or
fortress wall

Freiherr: title used throughout German-speaking
territories, roughly equivalent to Baron

Freikorps: independently-raised units, usually from Prussia
or Austria; bands of volunteers

Fiirst: title used in German-speaking territories, roughly
equivalent to Prince

fusil: musket

gabion: wicker basket filled with earth used in fortification

général de brigade: rank in the French army usually
accorded to the senior officer commanding a brigade;
brigadier general

général de division: rank in the French army usually
accorded to the senior officer commanding a division;
major general

glacis: slope leading up to a fortification

Graf: Title used in German-speaking territories, roughly
equivalent to Count

Grapeshot: type of artillery ammunition, only effective at
short range, consisting of a cloth bag filled with
musket balls which spread on leaving the barrel

grand battery: tactical amalgamation of several artillery
batteries in order to produce a massive concentration
of fire

Grande Armée: From 1805, the main body of the French
army and any allied forces serving under Napoleon’s
personal command

grenadier: elite infantry, no longer armed with hand
grenades, often used to spearhead an attack; they
could operate as entire units or form a single
company of a battalion

Grenzer: troops serving on the Austrian frontiers with the
Ottoman Empire

guard: term accorded to elite troops, usually regarded as
the best in the army; in both French and German,
spelled “Garde”

guerrilla: irregular fighter

guidon: cavalry standard

gun: an artillery piece (cannon); not to be confused with
small arms, which were known by type, that is,
musket, fusil, rifle, pistol, etc.

handspike: metal lever used to manhandle a cannon into a
desired position

haversack: bag carried by an infantryman containing food
and personal effects, usually worn slung on the hip, as
opposed to a knapsack

hornwork: part of a fortification comprising the front of a
bastion and two side extensions



horse artillery: light caliber guns drawn by horse teams
whose crew either rode on the limbers or on
horseback, thus giving them greater speed over the
foot artillery

howitzer: short-barrelled cannon used to lob shells using a
high trajectory

Hundred Days, The: term used to describe the period of
Napoleon’s short reign between March and June 1815

hussar: type of elaborately costumed light cavalry;
originally Hungarian

Imperial Guard: elite formation of the French and Russian
armies, in the case of the former divided into the
Young, Middle, and Old Guard. This formed
Napoleon’s tactical reserve and was seldom
committed to battle until the campaign of 1813

invest: in siege warfare, to surround a town or city in
preparation for the establishment of formal siege
works

Insurrection: militia from Hungary and Croatia

Jiger/jdger: literally, huntsman, in German; rifleman or
other type of light infantryman, usually from a
German-speaking area

Junker: East Prussian aristocracy

Kalmuk: type of light cavalry from Asiatic Russia

knapsack: pack wore by infantry on the back

Korps: Austrian army corps

Kriimper: Prussian reservist serving between 1808 and
1812

lancer: light cavalryman armed with a lance

Landwehr: militia or newly-recruited infantry unit, from
German-speaking states

légere: light, indicating types of infantry or cavalry

legion/légion: a military formation usually consisting of a
combination of infantry, cavalry and artillery, often of
foreign troops forming part of another army

levée en masse: universal male conscription introduced by
the French during a period of national emergency in
1793

light dragoon: type of light cavalry

ligne: line; standard form of (usually) infantry meant to
fight in the battle line

light infantry: equipped like line infantry, but employed in
a more mobile capacity on the battlefield, especially
by operating in open, or skirmish, order

limber: two-wheeled carriage with ammunition box which
connects a team of horses to a cannon to facilitate
movement

limber up: to attach a cannon to a limber in order to move
the former

line: in French, ligne; for example, standard form of
(usually) infantry meant to fight in the battle line
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“line infantry” or “infantry of the line” (infanterie de
la ligne)

line of communication: route behind an army, either by
road or river or both, by which supplies,
reinforcements, and couriered messages traveled

line of march: general route taken by an army on the
march

line operations: as with line of march, but normally
applied to enemy territory

line of retreat: general route of withdrawal taken by a
(usually defeated) army

loophole: opening made in a wall to enable the defenders
to fire through with small arms

lunette: triangular fortification atop a glacis or beside a
ravelin

magazine: place of storage for ammunition

Mameluke: from the Turkish mamluk (slave), a type of
Egyptian horseman, variously and elaborately armed,
though also referring to those serving in the French
Imperial Guard

marines: troops specifically trained to fight at sea

marshal: highest rank in the French Army from May 1804

militia: forces raised for home defense

National Guard: troops raised in France (Garde Nationale)
for home defense

Oberst: colonel

opolchenye: untrained Russian militia

Ordenanga: Portuguese militia

outpost: infantry or cavalry occupying an advanced
position to facilitate observation of the enemy or
early warning of its approach

palisade: sharpened wooden stakes used mainly for
defense against cavalry

parallel: large trench dug during siege operations which
runs parallel to the enemy fortification; manned by
troops and supplies in anticipation of the assault

parapet: stone wall or bank of earth offering protection to
troops occupying a fortified position

partisans: guerrillas; irregular troops

piece: a cannon, regardless of caliber

picket/picquet: sentry or a small outpost

pioneer: regimental carpenter or other skilled craftsman

pontoon: boats specifically designed to be laid adjacent to
one another to form a bridge

pontonnier: engineer trained to build pontoons or
temporary bridges

quarters: soldiers’ accommodation, whether barracks or
civilian lodgings

rampart: wall of earth or stone comprising the main part
of a fortress

ravelin: detached, triangular-shaped fortification
positioned in front of a fortress wall
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redoubt: field fortification, usually dug just prior to battle,
armed with infantry and often artillery

representative on mission/représentant en mission: deputy
of the Convention or other Revolutionary
government official, armed with sweeping powers,
sent on specific missions to various regions or armies;
political commissars

rifle: infantry firearm with a grooved or “rifled” bore, thus
providing spin—and therefore greater accuracy—
than its smooth-bore counterpart, the ordinary
musket

round shot: the most common form of artillery
ammunition, consisting of a solid cast-iron sphere,
now commonly referred to as a “cannonball”; the
weight of the ball varied according to the caliber of
the gun from which it was fired

saber/sabre: cavalry sword with a curved blade, generally
used by light cavalry and general officers

sap: narrow siege trench

sapper/sapeur: combat engineer; often used to construct
or demolish field fortifications, and to dig saps during
siege operations

sans-culottes: extremist revolutionaries in France, generally
associated with Paris

Schiitzen: German riflemen

shako: cylindrical military headdress, usually of leather,
with a peak and usually a chin-strap

shell: explosive projectile

shot: abbreviation for round shot, the most common form
of artillery ammunition

shrapnel: type of artillery ammunition, unique to the
British Army, consisting of a hollow sphere packed
with musket balls and powder, which when detonated
in the air by a fuse showered its target with its
contents

skirmisher: soldier operating in open or extended order to
snipe at the enemy individually or as part of a screen
to mask friendly troops

spiking: the means by which a cannon can be made
inoperable by the hammering of a spike down the
touchhole

squadron: subdivision of a cavalry regiment, usually
consisting of two companies or troops

square: infantry formation assumed as a defense against
cavalry

standard: cavalry flag, usually rectangular in shape

sutler: camp-follower who sells food and drink to soldiers,
either on the march or in camp

tirailleur: skirmisher or light infantryman, usually French
and serving together as a unit rather than in the light
company of a line regiment

train: transport service of an army, responsible for
conveying supplies, artillery, bridging equipment, and
all the other paraphernalia of war

Tricolor: French national flag, adopted during the
Revolution, consisting of blue, white and red bands

troop: unit of cavalry smaller than a squadron, usually the
equivalent of an infantry company

uhlan: Polish for lancer, usually applied to those serving in
German-speaking states or in the Russian Army

vedette: cavalry sentry or scout

vivandiere: female sutleress who accompanies an army on
campaign and provides food and sundry services,
such as cooking and clothes washing, for a fee

voltigeur: from the French for “vaulter,” a light
infantryman usually serving in the light company of a
line regiment, usually deployed in extended order to
form a skirmisher screen ahead of infantry or cavalry

winter quarters: the quarters occupied by an army during
that season, when fighting usually entered a period of
hiatus until spring
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aloft: up in the masts or rigging

amiral: admiral in the French Navy

astern: behind the vessel

boarding: coming aboard an enemy vessel by force

bow: the forward (front-most) part of a vessel

brig: a lightly-armed (ca. 14 guns), maneuverable, square-
rigged, two-masted vessel, smaller than a sloop

broadside: the simultaneous firing of all the guns
positioned on one side of the ship

canister shot: a type of ammunition consisting of a
cylindrical tin case packed with many iron balls which
when fired from a cannon at short range spread out
to kill and maim enemy personnel

carronade: a short-barrelled, heavy calibre gun used only
at close range for devastating results against the
enemy’s hull and crew; only the Royal Navy carried
such weapons, which were not counted in the rating
of vessel

chain shot: a type of ammunition comprising two iron
spheres or half-spheres, connected by a short length
of chain, mainly used to damage rigging and sails

contre-amiral: rear admiral in the French Navy

double: to attack an enemy vessel from both sides
simultaneously

fireship: vessel packed with combustibles, steered into the
enemy, and set on fire

flagship: the ship of the officer commanding a squadron
or fleet, usually a vice- or rear-admiral, and flying his
flag

fleet: a force of more than ten warships

flotilla: a force of small vessels, sometimes troop ships and
gun boats

frigate: a single-decked warship mounting between 24 and
44 guns

grapeshot: a type of ammunition consisting of a canvas
bag filled with small iron balls which when fired from
a cannon spread out to kill and maim enemy
personnel

grog: drink made from a mixture of rum and water
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gun: a cannon,; these fired round shot weighing between
12 and 36 Ibs; small arms, technically speaking, were
not “guns,” but referred to by their specific type, for
example, musket, pistol, etc.

line ahead: formation by which all vessels follow one
another in a line, bow to stern; the standard
formation for attack

line of battle: the positioning of warships in a line with
their broadsides facing an enemy against whom they
intend to engage in battle

line of battle ship: ship of the line; vessels carrying at least
64 guns and thus large enough to sail in the line of
battle, as opposed to frigates and other, smaller vessels

magazine: place of storage for ammunition

marines: troops specifically trained to fight at sea

port: the lefthand side of a ship when looking toward the
bow; opposite of “starboard”

prize: a captured enemy vessel

rake: to fire at an enemy ship’s bow or stern when it is at
right angle to one’s one vessel, so enabling the shot to
travel down the length of the enemy ship

ship: in distinction from a boat, a square-rigged vessel
with three masts

ship of the line: warship carrying a minimum of 64 guns
that by virtue of its size and armament could fight in
a line of battle; the standard type was the 74

sloop: a single-decked warship slightly smaller than a
sixth-rate (frigate) but larger than a brig

starboard: the right-hand side of a vessel as one looks
forward; opposite of “port”

stern: the rear-most part of the hull, usually ornamented
and especially vulnerable to enemy fire

strike (one’s colors): to haul down the national flag to
indicate a desire to surrender

tack: to change course by turning the bow through the
wind

vice-amiral: vice admiral in the French Navy

wear: to change a ship’s course by turning her stern to
windward; opposite of tacking
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The Outbreak of the French
Revolutionary Wars

It might seem logical to presume that the European mon-
archs, witnessing the fall of the Bastille in July 1789, the de-
posing of the French king, and the establishment of consti-
tutional government, should immediately have gone to
war against the Revolutionaries, if only to prevent similar
uprisings in their own countries. But it was not to be,
largely because of events elsewhere in Europe, particularly
in the East. The Prussian king, Frederick William III,

supremely smug from his conquest of Holland in 1787 and
already a beneficiary of the First Partition of Poland, had
his eye on further gains, particularly Danzig and Thorn,
while the Austrians and Russians were engaged in conflicts
of their own against Sweden and Turkey. The fact that all
the continental Great Powers were engaged for two years in
intrigues and conflicts in eastern Europe meant that
France and its nascent revolution remained undisturbed—
indeed almost entirely ignored—by its powerful and oth-
erwise suspicious neighbors.

It is also important to remember that, far from being
disturbed by the implications of the French Revolution,
many of Britain’s leaders and politicians actually welcomed
the upheavals in France. As the Revolution developed,
many British observers suggested that France appeared to
be embracing the principles of Britain’s own “Glorious
Revolution” of 1688. What better way to maintain good re-
lations than to deal with another constitutional democ-
racy, particularly one distracted from colonial gain and
commercial competition by internal political upheaval? In
short, a self-obsessed France could hardly threaten British
trade or interests abroad.

In fact, none of the continental powers was prepared
to lead a counterrevolution. Indeed, the Holy Roman Em-
peror (who was also emperor of Austria) Joseph II was de-
termined to remain neutral, whatever the fate of the
French king and the queen, his sister. The Prussians were
equally blasé. Catherine of Russia, despite her hostility to
the ideas of the Revolution, effectively did nothing, while
Charles IV of Spain, cousin of Louis XVI, made vague
threats that in reality amounted to nothing more than
mere bluster. In any event, he was soon caught up in a
nasty disagreement with Britain over far-off Vancouver Is-
land—the Nootka Sound incident—which brought the
two countries to the brink of war in 1790. Thus the French
Revolutionaries had absolutely no reason to fear interven-
tion by the absolute monarchs. Put in simple terms, in the
first two years of the Revolution, every potential enemy of
significant power had other matters to contend with: in
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1787, Turkey was at war with Russia and Austria, and Prus-
sia invaded Holland; in 1788, Sweden and Russia were at
war; in 1790, Prussia and Poland came close to war with
Austria, and Britain and Spain narrowly escaped conflict;
in 1791, Britain and Prussia nearly fought Russia.

How, then, did this atmosphere of complacency and
even satisfaction change to one of open hostility? The sim-
ple answer is that, by the middle of 1791, all of these con-
flicts or disputes had been settled, or were on the point of
being settled. The most serious of them, in which Russia
and Austria were allied against Turkey, ended in August.
Now all these countries could consider the problem of
France. But the origins of the French Revolutionary Wars
also owed much to the vociferous and consistent pleas of
royalist émigrés, who tirelessly agitated for armed foreign
intervention against the forces of radicalism. The hawkish
policies of radical politicians in Paris and the gradually
mounting antagonisms of the German monarchies also
played a significant role in bringing about war.

Up until the spring of 1792, few obstacles existed to
prevent the flight from France of the aristocracy, nobles,
clergy, and army officers. Large numbers left, swelling the
population of disaffected expatriates longing for a return
to the old order. They were right to leave, for their lives and
livelihoods were under grave threat, and the political
changes forced upon them were naturally quite intolerable
to them, given the life of unchecked privilege that they had
previously enjoyed for so long. The leading émigré was the
king’s younger brother, the comte d’Artois, who left France
soon after the fall of the Bastille and became the focal
point for dispossessed aristocrats. From their base at Turin,
Artois and his adherents established a committee, which
throughout 1789-1790 produced plans to extricate the
king from Paris, establish counterrevolutionary insurrec-
tions inside France, and secure foreign aid in a royalist cru-
sade to crush the Revolution and reestablish legitimate
Bourbon rule.

Yet such plans failed completely, for they were unable
to attain the aid necessary from powerful foreign govern-
ments, without which any hopes of a return to absolute
rule were illusory. Although Austria seemed the natural
ally of the émigrés—after all, Marie Antoinette was sister
to Joseph II—the fact remained that from the outbreak of
the Revolution until 1792 the Habsburg monarchy never
showed much enthusiasm for the cause of the émigrés. In-
deed, Joseph had demanded their departure from his do-
mains in the Austrian Netherlands, and when his brother
Leopold succeeded to the imperial throne at the beginning
of 1790, he showed little interest in the cause of restoring
Bourbon rule on its previous footing.

In any event, the pressing internal problems that
Leopold confronted necessarily took precedence over for-

eign affairs: rebellion in the Austrian Netherlands and near
revolt in Hungary, together with more moderate, but nev-
ertheless widespread, dissent across Habsburg domains.
These domestic problems were compounded by failures in
the war against the Ottoman Empire. Thus, in the course
of his two years in power (1790-1792), Leopold chose to
placate internal opposition and implement reforms rather
than confront Revolutionary France.

Yet if Leopold’s conduct exasperated émigrés for a
time, French domestic events gradually altered his views
and, with them, his policies. Louis’s flight from Paris to
Varennes in June 1791 was important in prompting Aus-
trian intervention. Louis had consistently rejected propos-
als to leave France and return at the front of an army de-
termined on reestablishing Bourbon rule. Duty to the
nation and to himself as sovereign—however restricted
his political role had become—encouraged him to remain
in Paris. But by the spring of 1791 the king had come
round to the idea, for by then it had become all too clear
that the Revolution was no mere passing phase and that
the concessions now forced on him were only going to in-
crease in the future. Now persuaded that the only sensible
measure was to flee the country to secure foreign aid,
Louis made his historic escape from the capital, only to be
arrested at Varennes and returned to Paris a prisoner. The
suspension of his royal powers soon followed, and all gov-
ernment matters were now the responsibility of the Con-
stituent Assembly.

The king’s attempt to leave France had far-reaching
consequences, triggering fears inside the country that for-
eign armies would soon be on the march to save the cap-
tive sovereign. Vigorous military measures were under-
taken, and the widespread belief that foreign intervention
was only a matter of time began to affect the political scene
throughout the country. The king’s arrest had still more
significance abroad, for throughout Europe, both at court
and among the populace, there emerged a groundswell of
sympathetic support for the French royal family and a
sense of apprehension for their safety. Such sentiment was
encouraged by the constant calls for aid from Marie An-
toinette. Action soon resulted: in July 1791, Leopold ap-
proached the other crowned heads with a proposal for a
joint declaration demanding the release of the French royal
family, the “Padua Circular” This did not amount to a
threat of war—which Leopold did not seek—but was
rather a demonstration of royalist unity meant to overawe
the Republican government.

In fact, there was no unified opposition to the French
Revolutionary movement at the courts of Europe, though
each of them provided substantial financial assistance to
the émigré cause. Tsarina Catherine adamantly opposed
the Revolution, but her foreign policy remained focused
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on acquiring territory at the expense of Poland and Turkey,
both weak and easy prey. Sweden, under Gustavus III,
wholeheartedly embraced military action against the Revo-
lutionaries, but his country’s geographical isolation and
meager resources precluded any unilateral intervention on
his part. In any event, Gustavus was assassinated in March
1792. The Prussian king repeatedly declared his desire for a
military solution to French internal upheaval and the
threats that Revolutionary ideas posed abroad. Nonethe-
less, like Catherine, Frederick William had an eye on Polish
land and was not prepared to fight unaided. Thus, in the
summer of 1791, in spite of growing antagonism within
the courts of several capitals, the likelihood of joint mili-
tary intervention in France remained slight.

That situation soon took a decisive turn, however, for
since Leopold had assumed the imperial throne, Austro-
Prussian relations—traditionally tense and occasionally
outwardly hostile—had warmed considerably. This im-
provement made possible a joint declaration by the respec-

tive sovereigns, issued at Pillnitz on 27 August 1791, which
expressed their anxieties over Louis’s predicament and
their hope that the leading royal houses of Europe would
make a joint effort to assist him. Though outwardly threat-
ening, it was not a general call to arms, and in any event, it
did not commit Austria and Prussia to anything without
the cooperation of other powers. While it aimed to
reestablish the legitimate power of the king, no such coop-
eration was forthcoming, and Pillnitz remained for a time
nothing more than bluster and intimidation.

However ineffective the declaration appeared for the
moment, it nevertheless added to the general sense of im-
pending danger within France. As the year progressed,
moreover, the prospect of war became an ever-more-
attractive option for those politicians in Paris who viewed
it as an opportunity to attain their own specific aims. This
was particularly the case among the war party under the
leadership of Jacques-Pierre Brissot, whose popularity
continued to rise as the new year began. His followers, the
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Brissotins, or Girondins, held an aggressive stance in the
Legislative Assembly. The thirty-seven-year-old Brissot, an
unsuccessful writer with a grudge against the ruling estab-
lishment, had been one of the first to call for the abolition
of the monarchy. Brissot was not alone. By the winter of
1791-1792, the Jacobins could more than match the
Girondins for radicalism. Speeches before the Assembly
were clear: the Republic must have war; a war with total
victory or total defeat. The nation was to live free or die in
the defense of liberty, while those at home who threatened
France from within would be crushed.

At the same time, those at the opposite end of the politi-
cal spectrum—the monarchy and its traditional ally, the aris-
tocracy—increasingly viewed war as an answer to their rap-
idly declining political fortunes. Into this cauldron of
hostility were thrown the still active efforts of the émigrés to
restore the status quo, and however little their efforts might
have as yet achieved, their very existence assumed an impor-
tance out of all proportion to the actual danger to the Revo-
lution that they presented. The recent growth of an émigré
presence in the Rhineland, an area used as the springboard
for the émigrés’ subversive schemes, naturally raised con-
cerns for the Republican government, ever vigilant for evi-
dence of counterrevolutionary enemies within and without.

Artois and his adherents amounted to a sort of royalist
government in exile, based at Coblenz; although their in-
fluence in foreign courts was minimal, seen together with
the Declaration of Pillnitz, the émigrés were erroneously
assumed to be a real and powerful threat to the Revolution.
In addition to receiving large amounts of financial aid, Ar-
tois could boast of a respectably sized émigré army in the
Rhineland. The threat posed by such forces was negligible
in military terms, but the very presence of this émigré
army caused widespread alarm in France, where war fever
was spreading.

Austria was not only pressured by the émigrés but also
miscalculated the situation: by adopting an increasingly
threatening attitude designed to intimidate but not pro-
voke the Republican government in Paris, Leopold para-
doxically achieved the reverse of his intentions. Hoping to
lend weight to the power of the moderates in Paris, he in
fact increased the power of the radicals. Thus was created a
vicious circle: increasing French fears of émigré activity on
their borders and the apparently menacing posture of Aus-
tria and Prussia contributed to the general atmosphere of
paranoia and the prospect of not only counterrevolution,
but also armed foreign intervention.

Events took on a new momentum on 1 March 1792,
with the succession of Francis. Consistently unwilling to
embrace the more bellicose views of the Prussian king, the
princes of the Empire, and the émigrés, Leopold had pre-
ferred merely to pressure France rather than openly

threaten it with force. True, he had shown greater support
for the restoration to power of Louis XVI—briefly sus-
pended by the National Assembly after Varennes before
moderates reinstated him in September 1791—than most
other crowned heads, yet Leopold’s death ushered in an
entirely new Habsburg attitude toward foreign affairs.
Leopold had acted with caution and restraint; Francis
tended more toward belligerence. The hawkish elements of
the court grew in influence, while the new cabinet, particu-
larly with the replacement of the more pacific chancellor,
Graf Kaunitz, opened the way for an altogether more hos-
tile policy toward Revolutionary France. The road to war
was now free of its former obstacles.

As politicians in Paris were rightly perceiving the
changing mood in Vienna, they were growing more vocal
and bellicose themselves. The new foreign minister,
Charles Dumouriez, came to office from relative obscurity
amid the growing war fever. Long hostile to Austria, Du-
mouriez demanded immediate military action. War now
seemed inevitable. Indeed, it was not long in coming: on 20
April, France formally declared war on Austria, disavowing
any interest in prosecuting a war of conquest, but profess-
ing only a desire to maintain its own liberty and indepen-
dence. The war, declared the Revolutionary government,
was not a conflict of nation against nation, but the actions
of a free people defending its rights against the aggression
of a king. Little did anyone know that this war—which all
sides believed would be short—would eventually engulf all
Europe in more than two decades of conflict.

Neither side bore sole responsibility for the war. The
conflict cannot be said to have originated exclusively in ei-
ther Paris or Vienna. Nor was it only kings and politicians
who shaped foreign policy; prevailing views among the
general populace in both capitals played their role. In the
end both sides sought war, but their objectives proved very
different. Austria, joined shortly by Prussia on 21 May,
wished to restore the old order in France, whereas for the
Revolutionaries this was to be an ideological struggle be-
tween a free people and the tyranny of monarchical rule.
This had been the philosophy so stridently advocated by
Brissot since the autumn of 1791. Toward this end, the
Revolutionaries were confident in their hopes of seeing a
general rising of the minority nationalities of the Habs-
burg Empire: they were to be sorely disappointed.

Those powers ranged against France clung steadfastly to
a policy more than merely ideological: there were distinct
territorial gains to be made, a wholly realistic aim when one
considers the Allies’ complete confidence in the superiority
of their professional, highly trained, highly disciplined
armies over the rabble that appeared to them to constitute
the forces of the Republic. It is therefore not surprising that
the Allies did not yet appreciate the immense threat to the
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political stability of Europe’s monarchies posed by the
armies marching in the name of “the People,” for those
armies were as yet untested. They could hardly then know—
and indeed it would be to the astonishment of all—that the
Revolutionary armies would, despite some serious setbacks,
achieve remarkable triumphs in the field between 1792 and
1795, rapidly annexing neighboring territories in great
swathes never even imagined—much less achieved—by
Louis XIV or Louis XV. Nor could the Allies have dared to
imagine the full horror that lay ahead for them: seemingly
unstoppable Revolutionary forces carrying with them the
banner of liberté, egalité, et fraternité across western and cen-
tral Europe, challenging the very legitimacy of monarchical
rule. Only then was the war perceived as the grave threat to
European political and social stability that it actually was.
Gregory Fremont-Barnes
See also Artois, Charles Philippe de Bourbon, comte d’;
Catherine II “the Great,” Tsarina; Charles IV, King; Emigrés;
Francis I, Emperor; Frederick William I, King; French
Revolution; Louis XVI, King; Pillnitz, Declaration of;
Poland, Partitions of; Russo-Swedish War
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Military Operations of the French
Revolutionary Wars (1792-1802)

War of the First Coalition (1792-1797)

The First Phase: Operations in 1792-1795

We have seen how the events of 1791-1792 shaped French
foreign policy and eventually drove France to declare war
on Austria. Conflict between France and the principal Ger-
man powers had become inevitable when, in the Declara-
tion of Pillnitz, issued on 2 August 1791, King Frederick
William II of Prussia and Leopold II, the Holy Roman Em-
peror (and thus emperor of Austria, as well), had called
upon other monarchies to restore the power of the Bour-
bon dynasty in France. An alliance between Austria and
Prussia was eventually formed on 7 February 1792; France
declared war on Austria on 20 April, and the Austro-
Prussian partnership became formally established as the
First Coalition on 26 June. Britain later joined the Allies on
1 February 1793, followed by Spain in March. It seemed
that, faced with such an impressive array of powers, France
would be defeated and the Revolution crushed. But it was
not to be, and the conflict that was to become known as
the French Revolutionary Wars in fact lasted for a decade.

Despite the general exodus of royalist army officers
during the chaos that had followed the fall of the Bastille,
enough had remained in the French service, particularly in
the artillery, to enable the Republican armies—bolstered
by the middle-class National Guard and a massive influx of
volunteers and conscripts in 1792—to hold their own, re-
lying for first survival, and then military success, on quan-
tity if not quality.

The Allies, with 40,000 Prussians and 30,000 Austrians
and other nationalities under the Prussian commander, the
Duke of Brunswick, invaded France on 19 August, taking a
series of fortresses during their slow but seemingly inex-
orable advance on Paris. As far as Allied generals were con-
cerned, the rabble that now constituted the French armies
would be swept aside by the disciplined and well-trained
regulars of the ancien régime powers. But the course of his-
tory—not simply the campaign—was to be changed when
a French army under General Kellermann, and part of an-
other led by Dumouriez, confronted Brunswick at Valmy
on 20 September. The battle hardly has the right to call it-
self such, as it constituted little more than an exchange of
artillery fire; but the French gunners, mostly from the old
royalist army, inflicted sufficient damage on the Prussian
infantry to persuade Brunswick to withdraw back into
Germany, thus saving the nascent republic. Thus embold-
ened, the Revolutionaries in Paris abolished the monarchy
on the following day. The Republic was saved, and Europe,
not to mention the world, would never be the same.

At the same time, French forces under General Adam
Custine also crossed the Rhine from Alsace, while after
Valmy, Dumouriez moved into the Austrian Netherlands
(modern-day Belgium), obliging the Austrian defenders to
withdraw before the unexpectedly rapid French advance.
Dumouriez, however, caught up with them and inflicted a
stinging defeat at Jemappes on 6 November, after which
Republican forces occupied Brussels. Brunswick, for his
part, counterattacked from Germany, driving Custine back
and retaking Frankfurt.

But if French fortunes appeared in the ascendant in
the first year of the war, they fell rapidly in the second.
King Louis XVI was beheaded on the guillotine on 21 Jan-
uary 1793, an act which, after a build-up of Anglo-French
tension in the preceding three months, precipitated war
between Britain and France, the former not only upset by
the precedent of regicide, but horrified by public declara-
tions from Paris promising military aid to any people pre-
pared to rise up and overthrow their monarchical masters.
The invasion of the Austrian Netherlands and the opening
of the Scheldt estuary struck at the heart of British secu-
rity and trade. The closure of the Scheldt by the Treaty of
Westphalia in 1648 had shifted trade from the Belgian
ports of Ghent and Antwerp to Amsterdam. By reopening
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a river of such commercial and strategic significance, the
French thereby obtained for themselves access to the
North Sea for their naval and merchant vessels. This
Britain could not countenance, for such a violation of in-
ternational law not only rendered inevitable the subjuga-
tion of Belgium, but presaged the occupation of Holland,
as well. The Revolution, it seemed to William Pitt, the
British prime minister, was not to be confined within the
borders of France, but exported wherever its adherents
saw fit to raise the banner of liberté, egalité, et fraternité.
British concerns were not unfounded; the French soon
thereafter declared war on Spain and the United Provinces
(Holland), and formally annexed the Austrian Netherlands
(Belgium). The Allies opened a new offensive, with
Brunswick besieging Custine in Mainz, in the Rhineland, and
a Habsburg army under Friedrich Graf von Saxe-Coburg
seeking to liberate the Austrian Netherlands. The French
were thoroughly drubbed at Neerwinden on 18 March, and
Brussels was retaken by the Austrians. Dumouriez defected to
the Allies, and Custine failed to stem the tide near Valenci-
ennes on 21-23 May, for which the unfortunate general was,
like others perceived to have failed in their duty to the Re-
public, executed by Maximilien Robespierre’s government,
now infamous for the powers invested in the twelve-member
Committee of Public Safety, whose reign of terror led to the
execution of tens of thousands of French royalists and others
branded enemies of the Revolution. As France was wracked
by internal conflict and political upheaval, her forces were
meanwhile reeling from the Allied onslaught. A number of
fortified towns rapidly fell, including Condé on 10 July, Va-
lenciennes on 29 July, and Mainz in August. France herself
was undergoing a counterrevolution, with royalist revolts in
the Vendée to the west and at Toulon in the south, where pro-
royalist forces and an Anglo-Spanish fleet controlled the city
and the naval installations of the French Mediterranean fleet.
On 23 August 1793, confronted by advancing enemies
from without and struggling to cope with political upheaval
and internal enemies from within, the Committee of Public
Safety issued the levée en masse, a form of universal con-
scription that called upon every adult male to flock to the
colors and the nation’s defense. Throngs of eager young
men appeared in town squares the length and breadth of
the nation to receive rudimentary training and march to
the front. The levée, the masterwork of Minister of War
Lazare Carnot, soon brought dividends to the Republic, as
massive new armies were created. To be sure, they were vir-
tually untrained and poorly disciplined, but they were large,
and the men were often filled with revolutionary zeal.
Events turned for the better for the French when Gen-
eral Houchard met the Duke of York’s Anglo-Hanoverian
army at Hondschoote, in Flanders, driving the Allies back by
sheer force of numbers. Jourdan, replacing the guillotined

Houchard, proceeded to relieve Maubeuge by defeating
Saxe-Coburg at Wattignies on 15-16 October, thus turning
the tide of war against the First Coalition. Two months later
the French drove out the Anglo-Spanish force occupying
Toulon, a feat partly attributable to an obscure captain of ar-
tillery, Napoleon Bonaparte, who directed his guns from the
heights above the harbor down onto Admiral Hood’s ves-
sels, so making a continued Allied presence impossible.
Thousands of royalists were evacuated by the Royal Navy,
but when Republican forces eventually broke into the city, a
wholesale massacre of pro-royalist soldiers and civilians en-
sued. In the West, troops loyal to the Convention in Paris
managed to suppress the revolt in the Vendée (with excessive
harshness), and along the Rhine Hoche defeated the Prus-
sians and Austrians in separate actions in December. Mainz
was retaken the following month, and the French position
on the Rhine was out of peril.

As 1794 opened, the French continued to make strides,
particularly in the Austrian Netherlands, where Saxe-
Coburg lost the contest at Tourcoing on 18 May. Jourdan
invested Charleroi on 12 June and soundly defeated Saxe-
Coburg at Fleurus on 26 June. The French retook Brussels
on 10 July and Antwerp on 27 July, thereby permanently
ejecting the Austrians from Belgium. On the Rhine front,
Moreau drove back the Allies and invested Mainz, while the
French kept the Spanish at bay on the Pyrenean front and
ejected the Allies from Savoy southeast of France. Against
the British in the Mediterranean, French naval forces fared
less well, partly as a result of losses sustained at Toulon,
where part of the fleet had been burned by the British, who
also captured Corsica on 10 August. In the West Indies, too,
the British assumed the offensive, seizing several French
colonies. In European waters, at the Battle of the Glorious
First of June, Earl Howe defeated a French fleet under Ad-
miral Villaret-Joyeuse, taking several of his ships, but failing
to attain the larger strategic goal of intercepting the large
grain convoy originating in the United States and bound for
the starving French population.

By 1795 the Republic was no longer under threat of
invasion. Much to the chagrin of the British, General
Pichegru advanced from the Austrian Netherlands into the
United Provinces (Holland), capturing the Dutch fleet
trapped in the ice at Texel, and establishing the satellite
Batavian Republic—the first of several client states to
spring up in the course of the Revolutionary Wars. By the
summer, the Prussians, distracted by the Partitions of
Poland, conducted by themselves, the Russians, and the
Austrians in 1793 and 1795, had lost their enthusiasm for
campaigning with no tangible results, and signed a sepa-
rate peace with France at Basle, thus withdrawing from the
First Coalition. Spain soon followed suit, as did several
minor German states, leaving only Britain and Austria as
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the principal opponents of France. Operations in this year
were consequently conducted on a rather smaller scale
than in the previous two, including a British-backed royal-
ist émigré landing at Quiberon Bay in June intended to
spark a revolt in Brittany. Hoche routed the invaders, and
then, proceeding into the troubled Vendée, he employed
his usual brutal methods to put down another counterrev-
olution. On the Italian front, General Masséna defeated the
Austrians in a minor action at Loano on 23-25 November,
but most of the fighting took place on the Rhine front,
where Jourdan failed in his attempt to invade Germany in
the autumn, and Pichegru was defeated at Mainz on 29
October. Still, the Austrians, requiring a respite and rein-
forcements, called for an armistice, just as the situation was
growing increasingly awkward for the French.

The Second Phase: Operations in 1796-1797
With Prussia and Spain out of the war, from 1796 France
only faced Austria and Britain, the only serious threat from

the latter being at sea. Operations on land were confined to
two fronts: Germany and Italy. In the former, Jourdan and
Moreau worked together to oppose the newly appointed
Austrian commander, Archduke Charles, brother of the
emperor. Jourdan’s offensive across the Rhine, which
opened on 10 June, enabled Moreau to cross the river at
Strasbourg. Charles concentrated his attentions on the lat-
ter general, achieving only a stalemate at Malsch on 9 July
before returning across the Danube. He then turned on
Jourdan, whom he soundly defeated at Amberg on 24 Au-
gust. Charles defeated him again at Wiirzburg on 3 Sep-
tember, forcing the French back along the Rhine and lead-
ing to an armistice. Moreau had meanwhile defeated an
Austrian force at Friedberg on 23 August, but after hearing
of Jourdan’s repulse, he crossed the Rhine on 26 October.
In Italy, the ragged and demoralized French army re-
ceived a new commander in chief in the person of General
Napoleon Bonaparte, whose example at Toulon had not
gone unrecognized. Arriving at the front in March, the
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young general found the troops short of all manner of sup-
plies, including food and uniforms. Facing an Austrian
army under Feldmarschalleutnant Johann Peter Freiherr
von Beaulieu and a Piedmontese army under Freiherr
Colli, Bonaparte rapidly took the initiative and proceeded
to drive a wedge between his two adversaries, securing
their separation at Montenotte on 12 April. He increased
the pressure at Dego on 14-15 April, defeating Beaulieu
there before turning his attention to Colli, whom he
crushed at Mondovi on 21 April. Colli signed an armistice
two days later; Piedmont was knocked out of the war with
the separate peace it concluded on 28 April. Bonaparte,
placing himself at the head of his troops, followed up this
success with an assault on Beaulieu’s rearguard at Lodi on
10 May. Beaulieu withdrew into the Tyrol, so abandoning
all of northern Italy to the French, apart from the fortress
city of Mantua, which remained in Austrian possession.

On 4 June Bonaparte invested the place. The Austrians
made strenuous attempts to come to the city’s relief. Forces
under Feldmarschall Graf Wiirmser advanced from the
Tyrol in two parts: the first, under his personal command,
made for Mantua itself, while the second, under Feld-
marschalleutnant Peter Vitus Freiherr von Quosdanovich,
proceeded with the intention of cutting the French line of
communications. As before, Bonaparte was confronted by
two hostile forces moving simultaneously to defeat him—
an ideal situation for a general who understood the strat-
egy of defeating the enemy’s formations in succession.
With this plan in view, Bonaparte interposed himself be-
tween the two Austrian formations, fighting a holding ac-
tion to keep Wiirmser in place while he confronted Quos-
danovich at Lonato on 3 August. With Quosdanovich dealt
with, Bonaparte then turned to face Wirmser, whom he
decisively defeated at Castiglione on 5 August, forcing him
to take refuge in the Tyrol.

Wiirmser managed to regroup, but, while making a
second attempt to relieve Mantua, he foolishly repeated his
previous error of dividing his forces, ordering Feld-
marschalleutnant Paul Freiherr von Davidovich to hold the
Tyrol, while Wiirmser himself moved on Mantua via the
Brenta valley. Bonaparte resumed his strategy of defeating
his enemies in turn; at Caliano he defeated Davidovich on
5 September, and on receiving news of Wiirmer’s move-
ments, raced to meet him, which he did at Bassano on 8
September. Wiirmser managed to throw part of his force
into Mantua, but the remainder fled the field in confusion.
The 28,000-man garrison sought to break out on 15 Sep-
tember, but Masséna’s besieging force repulsed their sortie.

The Austrians sent yet another relief force, now under
Feldzeugmeister Freiherr Alvinczy. The smaller of the
columns under Davidovich was held up by a subsidiary
French formation, while the bulk of the French troops
under Bonaparte confronted Alvinczy’s main force at

Caldiero on 12 November. The Austrians were initially
held up, but were driven to flight a few days later at Arcola
on 15-17 November.

At sea there were no more major encounters in 1796,
though the Treaty of San Ildefonso concluded between
France and Spain had important implications for the Royal
Navy, which did not have the strength to confront both
major navies in the Mediterranean, which the British were
ignominiously forced to abandon. With the fleet proceed-
ing west to anchor at Gibraltar, the army had no choice but
to abandon its control of Corsica, occupied since 1794.

At the beginning of 1797, the Austrians made a fourth
attempt at relieving Mantua, with Alvinczy attacking
Bonaparte at Rivoli on 14 January. The action might have
favored the Austrian commander, had not French rein-
forcements under Masséna reached the field and ensured
that Bonaparte would emerge successful. With yet another
victory behind him, Bonaparte marched on Mantua, where
he sought to assist Sérurier, whose siege lines were threat-
ened both from beyond the perimeter by a force under
Provera, as well as from Wiirmer’s sorties. Sérurier man-
aged to contain the garrison and force it back into the
town, while Bonaparte encircled Provera and obliged his
capitulation. Finally, on 2 February, after having suffered
from disease and lost 18,000 men, the garrison of Mantua
surrendered. Bonaparte, now in control of all of northern
Italy, could invade Austria itself.

As before, Bonaparte positioned his army between the
divided Austrians, with those in the Tyrol kept under ob-
servation by Jourdan, while Bonaparte observed the move-
ments of Alvinczy’s successor, Archduke Charles. Crossing
the Alps with three columns, and later joined by Joubert,
Bonaparte came within a hundred miles of Vienna before
Emperor Francis requested an armistice, which was signed
at Leoben on 18 April. In an extraordinary move for a gen-
eral, Bonaparte laid out the treaty terms without consult-
ing the government in Paris. The preliminary peace of
Leoben was later confirmed on 17 October in the Treaty of
Campo Formio, whose terms proved exceptionally advan-
tageous to France: the Austrian Netherlands were incorpo-
rated into the French Republic, and Austria agreed to rec-
ognize the Cisalpine Republic, a northern Italian satellite
state of France. As a sop to Habsburg pride, Bonaparte of-
fered Austria the former Venetian Republic. Thus ended
the War of the First Coalition, with France in control of the
Rhineland, Belgium, and northern Italy. After five years of
fighting, French territory extended to the “natural” fron-
tiers long desired by the Bourbon kings: the Rhine, the
Alps, and the Pyrenees.

Austrian fortunes had been no better on the German
front, where the French had recrossed the Rhine and
Moselle, from the latter of which they pushed the Austri-
ans back. Even as the two sides were concluding an
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armistice at Leoben, Habsburg forces were in the midst of
withdrawing from this front.

The only theater in 1797 in which the Allies enjoyed any
real success was at sea. Admiral Sir John Jervis, with fifteen
ships of the line, intercepted Admiral de Cordova’s twenty-
seven vessels off Cape St. Vincent while the Spaniard was at-
tempting to link up with a French fleet in Brest, preparatory
to an invasion of England. On 14 February the two fleets
fought a remarkable action in which Commodore Nelson
broke the Spanish line in unorthodox fashion, so enabling
the battle to develop into the sort of individual ship-to-ship
action that so favored the superior British crews. The Royal
Navy, however, had much to contend with in home waters,
where the fleets at Spithead and the Nore, later in the year,
mutinied in protest at the poor conditions of service. Still,
the French were not in a position to take advantage of this
crisis, and British authorities managed either to suppress or
to assuage the mutineers. The British then scored a second
significant victory in 1797 when Admiral Adam Duncan, in
a hard-fought action oft Camperdown in October, defeated
the Dutch fleet under Admiral de Winter, and captured nine
of his fifteen ships of the line.

War of the Second Coalition (1798-1802)

The French Campaign in Egypt

Operations in 1798 focused on the unlikely place of
Egypt, though there was some fighting in Europe as well.
The French occupied Rome in February and Switzerland
in April, creating in their place satellite states known as the
Roman and Helvetic Republics, respectively. The French
attempted to land an expedition in Ireland in support of
the rebellion there, but General Jean Humbert’s small
force arrived too late, for the British had already decisively
defeated the rebels at Vinegar Hill on 12 June. After Hum-
bert belatedly disembarked his troops at Killala Bay on 22
August, he was surrounded and forced to surrender by
Lord Cornwallis on 8 September.

With Austria knocked out of the war and Britain un-
able to supply a large army to oppose France on the Euro-
pean mainland, France sought a means of striking at
Britain, if only indirectly. With the Royal Navy too pow-
erful to challenge openly, and with the invasion of Britain
out of the question in the wake of St. Vincent and
Camperdown, France could only hope to weaken Britain
by striking at her trade. A French occupation of Egypt, a
province under nominal Ottoman control, would not
only strengthen the French presence in the Mediter-
ranean but might even enable Bonaparte to strike over-
land to threaten British possessions in India. An expedi-
tion under Bonaparte duly sailed from Toulon on 19 May
aboard a fleet commanded by Vice Admiral Brueys. On
12 June, French troops landed on Malta and seized the is-
land, before the expedition continued on to Alexandria,

where 30,000 troops disembarked and marched through
the sand to Cairo. On 21 July a large Mameluke force
tried to halt Bonaparte’s advance at the Battle of the
Pyramids, but the crudely armed horsemen, employing
the tactics of a bygone era, charged vainly into the disci-
plined fire of the French infantry arrayed in square.
Bonaparte entered the capital on the following day. The
decisive action of the campaign was, however, fought at
sea, when on 1 August Nelson discovered Brueys’s fleet
anchored in Aboukir Bay, just east of Alexandria, and an-
nihilated it, apart from two ships. The Battle of the Nile
restored the Royal Navy’s presence in the Mediterranean
and left Bonaparte totally isolated, with no hope either of
reinforcement or of evacuation.

The Turks, meanwhile, had naturally joined the war
on Britain’s side, and assembled troops for a counteroffen-
sive staged from Rhodes and Syria. In order to preempt
such attacks, Bonaparte seized the initiative and marched
north into Syria with 8,000 men, taking El Arish (14-15
February 1799) and Jaffa (3-7 March) en route. He laid
siege to the coastal city of Acre, which was held by the
Turks with assistance from British naval captain Sir Sidney
Smith, who inspired the garrison to offer a stout defense.
All the while, the French army was withering away through
fatigue, battle casualties, and plague. The Turks, seeking to
relieve the siege, met the French in battle at Mount Tabor
on 17 April, but were driven off with heavy losses. Never-
theless, weakened by disease and lacking an adequate siege
train, the French abandoned the siege and withdrew back
to Egypt. Three months later, an Ottoman army landed at
Alexandria and constructed field fortifications near the
beaches, but on 25 July Bonaparte stormed them, drove
many of the defenders into the sea, and forced the fortress
at Aboukir to surrender on 2 August. With the French
army now secure, albeit stranded, in Egypt, Bonaparte re-
turned to France, arriving on 9 October.

His successor in Egypt, General Kléber, appreciating
that his situation was now untenable, on 24 January 1800
concluded with Turkish officials the Convention of El
Arish, by which the French were to be evacuated back
home in British ships. When, however, the British govern-
ment disavowed the arrangement, which it had not au-
thorized, Kléber resumed operations, defeating the Ot-
tomans at Heliopolis on 20 March and retaking Cairo.
When an Egyptian assassinated Kléber in June, Menou
succeeded to command. The French position in Egypt was,
despite their recent success against the Turks, doomed. A
British expeditionary force under Sir Ralph Abercromby
landed at Aboukir in the face of ferocious French resistance
on 8 March 1801 and two weeks later defeated the French
at Alexandria before pushing on to Cairo, which they cap-
tured in July. After Menou surrendered his army on 31 Au-
gust, British transports repatriated his troops.
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Operations in Europe, 1799-1801

As noted earlier, from 1798 the Ottoman Empire had
joined Britain in opposing France. The Russians, con-
cerned by French incursions into the Mediterranean,
concluded a treaty with Britain in December, and the Sec-
ond Coalition expanded again with the addition of Aus-
tria on 22 June 1799. Naples, the Papal States, and Portu-
gal also added their weight to the Allied effort. The
Neapolitans captured Rome on 29 November 1798, but
two weeks later the French retook the city. Nevertheless,
with erstwhile victor Bonaparte away in Egypt, and with
the Allies advancing in superior numbers on several
fronts, the Republic found itself hard-pressed.

Fighting was concentrated on three fronts: in North
Holland, where the Duke of York’s combined British and
Russian expeditionary force made a landing; in Italy, where
a combined Austrian and Russian army under the veteran
Russian commander Alexander Suvorov scored several no-
table victories; and in Germany, where Archduke Charles
also achieved significant gains against the French.

In Italy, the French under General Championnet in-
vaded the Kingdom of Naples and set up the Parthenopean
Republic, a satellite state into which French political prin-
ciples were introduced under the watchful eyes of an army
of occupation. To the north, however, at Magnano on 5
April 1799, General Schérer failed to defeat Kray’s Austri-
ans before the Russians could arrive to reinforce their al-
lies. Suvorov linked up with the Austrians shortly there-
after, routing the French, now under Moreau, at Cassano
on 27 April. He then followed up his victory by retaking
Milan and Turin in quick succession. Suvorov secured vic-
tory again, on an even greater scale, at the Trebbia River on
17-19 June, when he savaged Macdonald, who had arrived
from southern Italy to assist Moreau. Suvorov then pur-
sued the two generals toward the coast. At Novi, on 15 Au-
gust, Moreau’s successor, Joubert, was killed and his army
chased off in headlong retreat. Suvorov intended to pursue
and capitalize on his great success, but was ordered instead
to shift operations to Switzerland. In Italy, the remaining
Austrians and Russians under Feldmarschalleutnant Frei-
herr von Melas defeated Championnet’s forces at Genoa on
4 November. Thus, in the course of one campaign, Suvorov
had reversed practically all of Bonaparte’s achievements in
the Italians campaigns of 1796-1797.

In Germany, Jourdan confronted Archduke Charles,
who fought the French general to a standstill at Ostrach on
21 March. Four days later they renewed their contest at
Stockach, where after initial success the French were finally
pushed back and obliged to retire to the Rhine. In Switzer-
land, Masséna fortified his position at Ziirich, but he was
unable to withstand the Austrian assaults on 4—7 June and
retired to the west, only to try again and suffer defeat before
Zirich on 14 August. Before Suvorov could arrive from

Italy, Masséna struck at the Russian forces under General
Rimsky-Korsakov, drubbing him comprehensively at
Zirich on 25 September. Suvorov’s troops displayed re-
markable endurance in their fighting progress through the
Alps, but with the French now in the ascendant in Switzer-
land, and the mentally unbalanced Tsar Paul recalling Su-
vorov, the tide was turning against the Allies in that theater.

In Holland, too, the French managed to hold their
own. Arriving by sea in August, the Duke of York’s Anglo-
Hanoverians were joined by a small Russian force and ad-
vanced against Brune’s French and Batavian force, which
blunted the Allied offensive at Bergen on 19 September. In
a second action at Bergen on 2 October, York was victori-
ous, but with defeat only days later at Castricum and ten-
sion rising between British and Russian forces, York loaded
his troops onto Royal Navy transports and crossed the
Channel to safety.

The year’s campaigning ended with mixed results. Al-
though the Allies had retaken virtually all of northern Italy
from the French, their various forces had failed to cooperate
on the Dutch and Swiss fronts, with predictable results. The
tsar, angered by these failures and already shifting his for-
eign policy toward rapprochement with France, withdrew
Russia from the coalition in December. The month before,
Bonaparte, now back in France, overthrew the Directory in
Paris and established the Consulate, with himself at the
forefront of government. With full political power welded
to his military brilliance, Bonaparte now sought to knock
Austria out of the war as he had done two years before.

The campaign of 1800 did not open fortuitously for
the French, for Masséna found himself besieged by the
Austrians in Genoa, while Melas pushed other French con-
tingents westward along the Riviera. Bonaparte now
opened the campaign with an offensive of his own: an in-
vasion of Italy via Switzerland, marching his army amid
the most atrocious winter conditions across the Alps into
the Lombard plain. Melas doubled back on learning of
Bonaparte’s appearance, while Masséna’s forces in Genoa
finally succumbed to starvation and capitulated to Feld-
marschalleutnant Karl Peter Ott Freiherr von Bartokez on 4
June. Nevertheless, on 11 June, Ott’s forces were soundly
defeated by Lannes at Montebello, a reverse that obliged
the Austrians to fall back on Alessandria. Nearby, at
Marengo, on 14 June, Bonaparte, his divisions marching
dangerously separated and operating on the assumption
that Melas was at Turin, stumbled upon the main Austrian
force double the size of his own army. Melas had all but
won the day by the afternoon, but General Desaix arrived
with two French divisions, counterattacked, and routed the
Austrians, though at the cost of his own life. Bonaparte’s
army—and reputation—was saved, and the Habsburg mil-
itary presence in Italy virtually evaporated. When Melas
capitulated on 15 June, operations on this front came to an
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end, with Bonaparte’s military reputation enhanced to new
heights.

In Germany, Moreau scored a series of successes against
the Austrians under Kray at Stockach (3 May), Mgskirch (5
May), and Hochstidt (19 June). Hostilities were suspended
by an armistice between July and November, but when the
fighting resumed, Archduke John, Kray’s successor, lost in
catastrophic fashion to Moreau at Hohenlinden on 3 Decem-
ber. Moreau wasted no time in exploiting his success by ad-
vancing directly on Vienna, supported by two formations: a
French army under Brune proceeding from Italy via the Alps,
and Macdonald moving into the Tyrol from Switzerland.
Habsburg authorities in Vienna accepted that further resis-
tance was useless and, after calling for a truce on Christmas
Day, signed a treaty of peace on 9 February 1801 at Lunéville,
an agreement that largely mirrored that reached at Campo
Formio, with some additional concessions from Austria. The
Second Coalition now hardly deserved the name, for without
the participation of Russia and Austria, Britain remained the
only major belligerent facing a triumphant France.

Britain, for her part, was not idle, though her role con-
tinued largely to be confined to naval operations, apart from
the expedition to Egypt and operations on Malta, which fell
in 1800 to the British after a two-year siege, assisted by a
Maltese rebellion against French rule. Elsewhere, although
the Royal Navy had already defeated French, Spanish, and
Dutch fleets in recent years, it now faced a new threat: the
League of Armed Neutrality—a pact of neutral Baltic na-
tions that included Russia, Denmark, Sweden, and Prussia—
inspired by Paul I of Russia and intended to combat the
British maritime policy of searching and seizing neutral ves-
sels that Britain suspected of carrying contraband materials
bound for French or French-controlled ports. The Admi-
ralty dispatched a fleet under Admiral Sir Hyde Parker who
sent his second in command, Nelson, to confront the Danish
fleet at Copenhagen. After a ferocious day’s fighting, Nelson
defeated the Danes, caused extensive damage to their fleet,
and prepared to move east against Russia’s Baltic Fleet at
Revel. The assassination of the mad Tsar Paul put his An-
glophile brother Alexander on the imperial throne, so obvi-
ating the need for a naval confrontation with Britain and
bringing an end to the League of Armed Neutrality.

With France dominant on land, Britain supreme at
sea, and both sides wearied by a decade of uninterrupted
conflict, peace was concluded at Amiens on 27 March
1802, bringing an uneasy end to the French Revolutionary
Wars. This was to be merely a brief respite—only fourteen
months—and the only period of peace to be established
between 1792 and 1815. The Napoleonic Wars began with
the renewal of Anglo-French hostilities in May 1803, and
within two years Britain, Russia, Austria, and Sweden had
assembled yet a third coalition with which to confront a

nation considerably more powerful than it had been dur-
ing its Republican phase.
Gregory Fremont-Barnes
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The Outbreak of the Napoleonic Wars

In the course of Britain’s war against Revolutionary France
between 1793 and 1802, the dominant theme of British



foreign policy was the prevention of French territorial ex-
pansion and the reestablishment of the balance of power
on the Continent. Principally a naval power, Britain found
itself unable to challenge French aggression unassisted. As
in the wars against Louis XIV and the various struggles of
the mid-eighteenth century, Britain sought to achieve its
war aims through the construction of coalitions with the
Great Powers of Europe and the seizure of French overseas
colonies. Until the wars against Revolutionary France, such
policies had consistently proved successful. The new
enemy, no longer constrained by limited military and po-
litical objectives, was sustained by a revolutionary spirit
absent in the wars of the Bourbon kings. Thus, the tradi-
tional reliance on coalition warfare and maritime su-
premacy was rendered far less effective.

The fate of the First and Second Coalitions (1792—
1797 and 1798-1802, respectively) was a bitter testament to
the fact; failure of Allied military coordination, mutual jeal-
ousies over the territorial spoils of war, ill-conceived strategy,
and the distractions caused by the Partitions of Poland led to
the defection of some powers and the defeat of others. At sea
Britain established undisputed command of the waves and
conquered virtually the entire French colonial empire, yet
was unable to compensate for the continental advantages
reaped by the Revolutionary armies in the Low Countries,
Germany, Switzerland, and northern Italy. France, wearied by
the wars spawned by revolution and fuelled by its own suc-
cess, nevertheless desired peace. So long as Britain remained
supreme at sea, Napoleon was unable to reestablish the
French New World empire. By virtue of distance, the recent
acquisition of Louisiana from Spain could not be exploited,
nor could France hope to recover Haiti from the native rebels
who had liberated it in 1801. With its overseas trade severely
curtailed by British blockade and fleet action, France found it
could no longer reap the benefits which war on the Conti-
nent had provided since 1792. The death of Tsar Paul of Rus-
sia, neutral though Francophile, as well as British successes in
Egypt in 1801, signaled the end of any prospect of Franco-
Russian cooperation against Turkey or Britain.

In Britain calls for peace were equally pressing. By 1801
the country found itself without continental allies as a re-
sult of a series of separate arrangements between France
and Austria, Russia, and Prussia in the course of the Wars of
the First and Second Coalitions. The European states had,
in fact, begun to turn against Britain’s maritime policies of
blockade and the search and seizure of neutral vessels. No
longer would they tolerate the country’s practice of exhort-
ing the Continent to arms, accruing to itself the advantages
of colonial acquisitions and overseas markets without the
losses attendant upon direct operations against France. In
short, while the continental powers stood to lose vast
stretches of territory to France, Britain remained relatively
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secure from attack. Finally, few enemy colonies still resisted
capture, while many of the most important ports of the
Continent remained closed to British trade in any event
and others still open, such as those of Portugal, were on the
verge of seizure by hostile Spain. Thus, with Britain mistress
of the seas and France supreme on land, both sides re-
garded further recourse to arms as futile. Protracted negoti-
ations ended the stalemate; in Britain, Henry Addington,
the prime minister, finally authorized the signature of the
Treaty of Amiens in March 1802, thus bringing an uneasy
termination to nine years of uninterrupted war.

Just as the origins of the Second World War may be
traced back to the Treaty of Versailles of 1919, the origins
of the Napoleonic Wars may be found in the circumstances
surrounding the Treaty of Amiens, a peace settlement that
numbers, like Versailles, among the most controversial ever
reached by a British government. The key elements stipu-
lated that all French and Dutch overseas colonies, includ-
ing the Cape Colony at the southern end of Africa, were to
be restored by Britain. France was to receive Elba, while
Minorca and Malta were to be returned to Spain and the
Knights of St. John, respectively. France, for its part, agreed
to evacuate the Kingdom of Naples and the Papal States, as
well as Egypt, which was to be restored to Turkey.

Britain’s extensive cessions caused alarm and despon-
dency among the Pittites, who had only recently left office;
with evidence seeming daily to confirm the aggressive ten-
dencies of Napoleon Bonaparte, First Consul since 1799,
those sacrifices were being keenly felt. The surrender of
strategic points around the globe prompted stinging criti-
cism from Lord Grenville and William Windham, the for-
mer secretaries of state for foreign affairs and of war and
the colonies, respectively. To such men, the return of all
French colonial possessions, along with the return of the
Cape Colony and Malta—whose superb port of Valetta
served as the Royal Navy’s vital strategic base in the central
Mediterranean—constituted an act of weakness and hu-
miliation. Nevertheless, the prevailing view in Britain held
that the war-weary nation required the respite offered by
peace. From the government’s perspective, disadvanta-
geous as the terms might be, Britain was in no position to
demand extensive indemnities from France. In the end,
however, Amiens offered Britain virtually no security, only
a short-lived and costly truce.

The absence of Britain as a signatory to the Treaty of
Lunéville, concluded between France and Austria in 1801,
had far-reaching consequences, most notably the great po-
tential offered to France for territorial acquisitions on the
Continent without the legal interference of Britain.
Napoleon was not required to evacuate Dutch territory or
recognize the Batavian Republic’s independence; therefore
the Cape of Good Hope, a Dutch possession, lay subject to
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his influence. Nor did arrangements at Amiens require
French recognition of the sovereignty of the Helvetic
(Swiss), Cisalpine (northern Italian), or Ligurian (Genoese)
Republics, whose independence Lunéville exclusively guar-
anteed. Consequently, with Austria cowed and exhausted by
its defeat in numerous disastrous campaigns stretching
back to 1792, the terms of Lunéville could be respected or
violated at the First Consul’s will, and it is not surprising
that contemporary opinion regarded France as the major
beneficiary of Amiens. The king himself referred to the
peace as “experimental,” forced on Britain by the abandon-
ment of its allies. Certainly it was not long before France
reaped the advantages offered at Lunéville and Amiens.

The causes of the rupture of peace are both varied and
complex, and no detailed effort need be taken here to chron-
icle the numerous violations perpetrated by the signatories
or to apportion to them relative blame. Britain’s mounting
discontent with the situation after the signature of the treaty
and, ultimately, the country’s desire for war, rested on three
factors: the economic isolation caused by the closure of con-
tinental ports to its exports, the encroachments of France on
its weak neighbors, and the assembly of military and naval
forces along the Channel coast, which Britain interpreted as
preparations for invasion.

References to commercial relations were not included
in the terms of Amiens. The war had provided Britain with
a virtual monopoly over French overseas markets and stim-
ulated commerce with its own colonies. The restitution of
enemy colonies ended French dependence on British goods,
thus severely damaging those exporters and manufacturers
whose livelihood depended largely on the French market.
French control of virtually the entire European coastline
from the Scheldt to the Adriatic and the imposition of
heavy customs duties on British goods all but expelled
those goods from continental markets. The renewal of
peace also permitted the legitimate pursuit of overseas mar-
kets by France without British interference. The extent to
which these circumstances may have aroused warlike senti-
ments on the part of London commercial interests is diffi-
cult to assess; but that they served as an inducement to war
there seems little doubt. Since the peace France had, more-
over, embarked upon a large ship-building program, osten-
sibly for colonial expeditions against the rebellious colony
of St. Domingue, that would in a few years make its navy
large enough to challenge Britain’s mastery of the seas.

French continental aggrandizement was the chief cause
of the renewal of war. France’s territorial acquisitions dur-
ing the interlude of peace were extensive. In Italy, Bona-
parte proclaimed himself president of the Cisalpine Repub-
lic in early 1802 and formally annexed Piedmont, and later
Parma, in September of that year. Spain ceded Elba to
France, and French troops occupied Switzerland in October
on the pretext of serving a mediating role in internal dis-

putes over the form of government under which the Swiss
wished to be ruled. The terms of Lunéville guaranteed the
Swiss the right to self-determination. In Britain reaction
was flerce, even to the point that some Whigs, normally
sympathetic to France, expressed outrage at the interference
with Switzerland’s right to self-determination. For the pres-
ent, at least, British diplomatic language on the affair was
dignified, firm, and restrained, demonstrating that Anglo-
French relations had not collapsed irreparably. The foreign
secretary, Lord Hawkesbury, reminded the French ambassa-
dor in London that Bonaparte’s declared intention, pub-
lished in the official government paper, the Moniteur, to
mediate in the civil disputes in Switzerland violated the
pledge to uphold Swiss independence that he had made at
Lunéville. France, in short, was to keep its nose out of Swiss
affairs. The Swiss gave way to French pressure, and when
troops arrived, the Swiss made no appeal to arms.

French encroachments were not limited to central Eu-
rope. On 9 October the Dutch government was informed
by the French representative at The Hague that a revolu-
tionary movement was active in Holland and threatening
its constitution. In consequence, the First Consul felt it his
duty to come to the country’s assistance. By the end of the
month Bonaparte resolved, in violation of Lunéville, to re-
tain his 10,000 troops of occupation and continued his de-
mand that the republic provide for the maintenance of
those forces. The Dutch voiced their objections through
their ambassador in Paris, but it was to no avail. No resis-
tance was offered; disregarding the Dutch rejection of a
constitution inspired by himself, Bonaparte ordered its
forcible imposition.

Thus, in the brief period between March 1802 and
May 1803, France came to dominate Holland, Switzerland,
and north and central Italy without provoking the inter-
vention of the Great Powers. These acquisitions did not
constitute infractions of the Treaty of Amiens in either
spirit or letter, and therefore Britain’s objections could find
no foundation in international law. Nevertheless, by the
autumn of 1802, barely six months after the signature of
the treaty, Britain was already on the brink of going to war.

Anglo-French relations now deteriorated rapidly. As a
result of French depredations on the Continent, Adding-
ton soon resolved not to act on his pledge to withdraw
British troops from Malta, thus preserving some point of
strategic value from which to check, if necessary, French
encroachments into the Mediterranean. Malta’s strategic
value had long been recognized by the European powers. It
had been occupied by Bonaparte in 1798 on his expedition
to Egypt in that year and retaken after a two-year siege by
British troops on land and a squadron of the Royal Navy at
sea. Although British diplomats made great efforts at the
peace conference for the island’s annexation, Bonaparte
steadfastly refused to accept this provision and instead



proposed its neutrality under the guarantee of a third
party, Naples. Britain considered the establishment of a
Neapolitan garrison, to deter future French designs on
Malta, a ridiculous proposition; pending the accession of
the other Great Powers to an article guaranteeing the is-
land’s independence, later known as Article X, it ultimately
acquiesced to the condition.

Nevertheless, Britain was remiss in failing to evacuate
the island and admit the 2,000 men of the Neapolitan gar-
rison within the three-month period allowed after the sig-
nature of the treaty. Britain promised France it would
withdraw. Britain had, moreover, failed to evacuate entirely
its garrison from Egypt; a portion of its troops had re-
mained in Alexandria since Egypt’s restoration to Turkey.
It was not until the First Consul issued a demand for its
complete withdrawal that Britain satisfied the conditions
of the treaty on this point.

By the new year, a crisis in Anglo-French relations was
growing. Austria had already acceded to the article guaran-
teeing the sovereignty and independence of Malta, and
Russia, despite the conditional nature of its acceptance,
was thought amenable to accession. In London, however,
the prime minister contemplated retaining the island.
Addington’s continued delay in removing British troops
soon amounted to an overt violation of the treaty; France
was not prepared to let this pass unnoticed, and on 27 Feb-
ruary Talleyrand reminded Lord Whitworth of Britain’s
solemn obligations. Only the accession of Russia to Article
X and the election of a new Grand Master of the Order of
Malta were wanting, the foreign minister stated. Thus, the
time for delay afforded by a pretext for continued occupa-
tion would soon come to an end.

Although Britain had originally agreed to Malta’s
evacuation in good faith, in the light of French depreda-
tions on the Continent since the signature of Amiens,
Addington balked at relinquishing the island to an uncer-
tain fate under a Neapolitan garrison, notwithstanding
pledges from Russia, Prussia, Austria, and other powers to
guarantee the island’s independence. Moreover, various re-
ports from British envoys, including Sir John Warren at St.
Petersburg and the Earl of Elgin, former ambassador to
Turkey, aroused suspicions at Downing Street that France
was contemplating a renewal of its previous designs on
Turkey. If these reports alone did not convince the cabinet
to retain the garrison indefinitely, a report published in the
Moniteur in January 1803 reconfirmed Addington’s con-
viction that Malta’s evacuation would be catastrophic to
British interests in the Mediterranean in general, to Egypt
specifically, and by extension, to India. Similarly, it rein-
forced prevailing views within British political and public
circles that Bonaparte’s ambitions were boundless.

The report was the product of the mission of Colonel
Horace Sébastiani, a French infantry (later cavalry) officer,
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who was temporarily charged as an envoy to Turkey. Sébas-
tiani was ordered to make extensive travels in Egypt, the
Levant, and the Balkans on a mission in order, ostensibly, to
acquire commercial information on these regions. Irrespec-
tive of its true purpose, the mission yielded valuable intelli-
gence on the state of defense of various Ottoman provinces
for purposes of future French conquest. The publication of
Sébastiani’s report, in which, among other conclusions, he
observed that 6,000 troops could easily subdue Egypt, ex-
cited indignation in Britain and resolved Addington to re-
fuse the evacuation of Malta as agreed to at Amiens.

Lord Whitworth was instructed in early February to in-
form the French government that Malta would be retained
in compensation for the extensive territorial gains acquired
by France since the signature of Amiens. These gains had
completely overturned the balance and stability that both
powers had pledged to uphold. As the state of possession
had been so radically altered, Britain reserved the right, the
government argued, to seek compensation on the basis of
diplomatic precedence in international law and the assumed
sanction of this principle by France. In view of French gains
in Holland, Switzerland, and Italy, Whitworth was in-
structed in early February that his country believed it con-
sistent with the terms of Amiens to claim for itself compen-
sation in order to balance the threat to its security that these
continental acquisitions represented; in short, Britain de-
manded a counterweight to French gains. The Sébastiani re-
port, moreover, suggested continued French designs on
Egypt—a wholly unacceptable prospect in British eyes.
Whitworth recapitulated these arguments to the foreign
minister in mid-February. Talleyrand assured him that
France entertained no designs on Egypt or India and re-
ferred to Sébastiani’s mission as a strictly commercial ven-
ture. The First Consul, he continued, had no desire to dis-
turb the peace reached at Amiens, and he claimed that
French finances would not, in any event, enable him to wage
war. Finally, he expressed surprise that the British govern-
ment should hold any suspicion of French intentions.

Within days, Napoleon had summoned Whitworth to
the Tuileries to explain his position in person. The First
Consul enumerated the various provocations for which he
held Britain accountable and referred particularly to its fail-
ure to evacuate Malta and Egypt in accordance with
Amiens. France, he declared, could not tolerate British pos-
session of Malta. He complained about the virulent per-
sonal attacks made against him in the British press and ac-
cused Britain of harboring French émigrés who, he
claimed, had conspired to overthrow his government. If he
had intended to invade Egypt, the First Consul informed
Whitworth, it would already have been accomplished.
Napoleon claimed that he would not conquer Egypt, much
as he would like it as a colony, because he could obtain it
without recourse to war as a result of the inevitable collapse
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and dismemberment of the Ottoman Empire, or by some
private arrangement with the sultan.

On the strength of such words, it was clear in Britain
by the first months of 1803 that the conduct of France
could no longer be tolerated, and many politicians, both
within the government and on the opposition benches in
Parliament, were either calling for war or held the view
that it was only a matter of time before events forced
Addington’s hands and made hostilities unavoidable. Ac-
cepting the situation, on 6 March, with war looming on the
horizon and naval preparations actively underway in
French and Dutch ports, Addington directed the cabinet to
sit and consider the defense of the nation. By the end of the
month, measures were in hand to strengthen British de-
fenses in the West Indies, and new naval commanders were
assigned to stations operating in home waters.

For its part, France rightly accused Britain of delin-
quency in evacuating Malta, which, as noted earlier, was
subject to retrocession to the Knights of St. John. Though
Britain was prepared to evacuate the island as soon as a
new Grand Master of the Order was elected and the Great
Powers agreed to guarantee the island’s independence, nei-
ther of these conditions was ever fulfilled, principally
owing to the renewal of war. In any event, there was reason
to believe that the Knights of St. John and the Neapolitan
envoy at Malta were colluding with French officials. The is-
land therefore continued firmly under British occupation.

After numerous abortive attempts by Whitworth to
settle the Malta question, the ambassador left Paris. His de-
parture heralded nothing unexpected in Britain, for by
May repeated French provocations had, for many, long jus-
tified a declaration of war. In support of his belligerent
policy, Addington laid before Parliament a large collection
of Foreign Office dispatches that concerned the course of
negotiations with France since Amiens, as well as supple-
mentary materials equally damning of the First Consul.
Many in Parliament and in the nation at large believed cir-
cumstances vindicated Britain’s cause, and on 18 May the
House of Commons voted its approval for a declaration of
war on France.

The decision was grimly taken, for although some ob-
servers expressed hopelessly optimistic views on the na-
tion’s prospects of success, the fact remained that Britain
embarked on war without a single ally. Moreover, if the
“Amiens interlude” had clearly enabled Napoleon to ag-
grandize his power at the expense of his weaker neighbors,
with hostilities resumed with Britain he was all the better
placed to capitalize on circumstances. The large French
force assembled in Holland promptly invaded the Elec-
torate of Hanover, the hereditary protectorate of King
George III, enabling the French to exclude British com-
merce from much of the northwest German coast and pro-
voking Britain to retaliate with a naval blockade. In the

Mediterranean, French troops occupied the remainder of
the Italian peninsula. Only a portion of the Kingdom of
Naples remained unoccupied; it stood under constant men-
ace. Britain’s greatest concern, however, was the concentra-
tion at Boulogne of enemy forces, whose presence foreshad-
owed the direct invasion of the island kingdom itself.

The rupture of the peace fourteen months after its sig-
nature ushered in a new era of conflict, which soon as-
sumed global proportions and was to span another twelve
years. The two great rivals pitted their energy and re-
sources against one another in a struggle to decide between
French continental hegemony and the restoration of the
balance of power. No longer regarding the Treaty of
Amiens as an adequate guarantee against the encroach-
ments of France, Britain again assumed her traditional role
as the architect of coalitions.

Gregory Fremont-Barnes
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Military Operations of the
Napoleonic Wars (1803-1815)

Renewal of the Anglo-French Conflict

The renewed conflict, which began in May 1803, initially
involved only Britain and France. As the dominant naval
power, Britain naturally reverted to its time-honored strat-
egy of reimposing its blockade of the major French ports
such as Rochefort, Brest, and Toulon, and preying on
French commercial shipping. The French, at the same time,
resumed the construction of shallow-draught transports in
preparation for a cross-Channel invasion of England. Over
the subsequent months the main construction area around
Boulogne grew substantially, as did the concentration of
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troops established in camps there. Napoleon understood
that so as to facilitate an invasion it was vital to distract a
large proportion of the Royal Navy’s ships, in order to en-
sure that the Channel was clear for his highly vulnerable in-
vasion craft. Napoleon, who was ignorant of naval strategy
and failed to appreciate that the principles that applied to
warfare on land did not necessarily apply to those at sea, de-
vised many plans of varying complexity.

None was these was in fact carried out until April 1805,
when Admiral Villeneuve emerged from Toulon, linked up
with a Spanish fleet at Cddiz, and sailed for the West Indies,
with Vice Admiral Nelson in pursuit. In June Villeneuve
then returned to European waters, unintentionally falling
in with a British squadron off Cape Finisterre on 22 July
1805; the engagement was indecisive in itself, but it obliged
Villeneuve to make for Cadiz instead of the Channel. In any
event, the Brest fleet had been unable to evade the blockade
and was still in port. Villeneuve, with thirty-three ships of
the line, then received orders to sail for the Mediterranean,
to aid in diversionary operations in Italy. Nelson, however,
with twenty-seven ships of the line, intercepted him off
Cape Trafalgar on 21 October, achieving a decisive victory
over the Combined Fleet (as the united French and Spanish
fleet was known) and ending all possibility of a French in-
vasion for the remainder of the Napoleonic Wars. Im-
mensely important though the Battle of Trafalgar was, it did
not affect the vital operations then being simultaneously
conducted on land, for Napoleon had, by the time of the
battle, already changed his plans, temporarily abandoning
his scheme for a landing on the English coast in order to
free up the Grande Armée, as his main force became
known, for operations against the Austrians and Russians.

War of the Third Coalition (1805)

William Pitt, the British prime minister, was instrumental
in organizing the Third Coalition, which came to fruition
on 11 April 1805 with the conclusion of an Anglo-Russian
alliance, to which Austria acceded on 9 August. Sweden, a
comparatively minor power, joined the coalition shortly
thereafter. Napoleon broke up his invasion camp at
Boulogne at the end of August and marched for the
Danube in order to confront Austro-Russian forces. At the
same time, an Austrian army under Freiherr Mack who
had no knowledge that the French were moving east, in-
vaded Bavaria, a French ally, on 2 September.

Archduke Charles meanwhile advanced into Italy to
confront the French forces there under Marshal Masséna,
while further east a Russian army under General Mikhail Ku-
tuzov slowly advanced through Poland to assist the Austrians
in Moravia. The Austrians were shocked to discover that
Napoleon had made such remarkably rapid progress, cross-
ing the Rhine on 26 September and reaching the Danube on
6 October. In the course of this march, the French had moved

in a broad arc around Mack’s army near Ulm, cutting his
lines of communication and isolating him from reinforce-
ment. After a feeble attempt to break through the cordon at
Elchingen on 14 October, Mack surrendered his entire force
of 27,000 men on 17 October, making the encirclement at
Ulm one of history’s greatest strategic maneuvers.

With Mack’s force neutralized, Napoleon advanced on
and occupied Vienna, forcing the Russians back at Diirn-
stein on 11 November and Hollabrunn on 15-16 Novem-
ber. In Italy, Masséna was victorious at Caldiero, forcing
Charles to retire back across the Alps, though detached for-
mations from the principal French forces prevented him
from linking up with the main Austro-Russian army, for
which Napoleon set a trap. By moving north of the Aus-
trian capital to expose his lines of communications,
Napoleon tempted Kutuzov to sever these lines. The ploy
worked. As the Allies attempted to envelop the French
flank at Austerlitz on 2 December, Napoleon launched his
forces through the Allied center, dividing it and crushing
the enemy left, making Austerlitz one of Napoleon’s great-
est victories. Two days later Emperor Francis surrendered,
and Kutuzov, with Tsar Alexander attached to Russian
headquarters, promptly withdrew his forces east. Peace be-
tween France and Austria was reached on 26 December at
Pressburg, where Francis agreed to cede territory to France
and her allies in both Germany and Italy.

War of the Fourth Coalition (1806-1807)
Although Austria withdrew from the coalition after Auster-
litz, Britain and Russia remained at war with France. The
Fourth Coalition came into being in the autumn of 1806
after a breakdown in Franco-Prussian relations, largely the
result of Napoleon’s failure to cede Hanover (formerly a
hereditary possession of George III) to Prussia, as prom-
ised, and of the establishment of the Confederation of the
Rhine—a new political entity replacing the Holy Roman
Empire (abolished in 1806) consisting of various German
states all allied to, or dependent on, France. Prussia had re-
mained neutral during the 1805 campaign—in hindsight a
grave strategic error on its part—but with the growing in-
fluence of France in German affairs it threw in its lot and,
together with its ally, the Electorate of Saxony, declared war.
The Grande Armée, situated in northeast Bavaria, pre-
pared to invade Prussia; the Prussians were commanded by
the Duke of Brunswick, a veteran of the wars of Frederick
the Great. With remarkable speed the French began their
advance on 8 October, achieving complete surprise. Mar-
shal Lannes, in a minor action at Saalfield on 10 October,
defeated a small Prussian force and killed Prince Louis Fer-
dinand of Prussia, while the main French army turned the
Prussian left flank while making for Berlin. Napoleon
fought part of the main Prussian army under Fiirst Hohen-
lohe (Friedrich Ludwig Fiirst zu Hohenlohe-Ingelfingen) at
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Jena on 14 October. Hohenlohe’s command was, however,
merely a small force meant to protect Brunswick’s rear;
Napoleon’s numerical superiority predictably told, and Ho-
henlohe was routed. At Auerstidt, a short distance to the
north, on the same day, Davout, who had been sent to cut
Prussian communications, encountered the main Prussian
force under Brunswick. There the odds were rather differ-
ent, with Davout outnumbered by a force more than twice
the size of his own. He managed to hold on, however, and
when Bernadotte arrived, the tide turned decisively in the
French favor, with the Prussians routed there as well, and
the Duke of Brunswick mortally wounded.

The destruction of Prussia’s main army effectively
spelled the end of resistance, and the remainder of the
campaign consisted of the French pursuit of small contin-
gents, virtually all of which eventually put down their
arms, and the capture of fortresses. Berlin itself fell on 24
October, and the last major force to hold out, near Liibeck,
surrendered a month later. A small Prussian contingent
managed to make contact with the Russians in Poland, into
which Napoleon immediately proceeded, taking Warsaw in
an effort to prevent the Russians from assisting their van-
quished allies.

Adbhering to the principle that the key to victory lay in
confronting and decisively defeating the main enemy force,
Napoleon sought out the Russian army under General
Bennigsen, the first encounter taking place on 26 Decem-
ber at Pultusk, where the Russians were bruised but noth-
ing more. The rival armies went into winter quarters in
January 1807 amid bitterly cold temperatures, but the
campaign resumed the following month, when Bennigsen
began to move and Napoleon went in pursuit. Though
outnumbered and caught in a blizzard, Napoleon reached
the Russians at Eylau, where on 8 February the two sides
inflicted severe losses on one other with no decisive result.
Bennigsen withdrew, but with appalling losses and atro-
cious weather, Napoleon declined to follow. Both sides re-
turned to winter quarters to recover from the carnage, with
the renewal of hostilities planned for the spring.

Bennigsen and Napoleon each planned to assume the
offensive, but when Bennigsen advanced first, he was
stopped at Heilsberg on 10 June. Four days later the decisive
encounter of the campaign took place at Friedland, where
Bennigsen foolishly placed his army with the river Alle at his
back. The Russians resisted enemy attacks with magnificent
stoicism, eventually collapsing. With no route of escape, the
campaign was over. Tsar Alexander, his army in tatters, and
accompanied at headquarters by Frederick William III of
Prussia, requested a conference to discuss peace. The three
sovereigns concluded the Treaty of Tilsit between 7 and 9
July, putting the seal on Napoleonic control of western Eu-
rope. Frederick William was humiliated, having given up

those portions of his Polish possessions originally taken
during the Partitions of Poland more than a decade before
to the newly established duchy of Warsaw, a French satellite
state. To the Confederation of the Rhine, Prussia ceded all its
territory between the Rhine and the Elbe, most of this form-
ing the new Kingdom of Westphalia under Napoleon’s
brother, Jérome. A French army of occupation was to re-
main on Prussian soil until a huge war indemnity was paid.
Russia was required to enter into an alliance with France
against Britain and to recognize the duchy of Warsaw. With
Russia and Prussia knocked out of the war, only Britain re-
mained to face France, now at the height of its power.

War of the Fifth Coalition (1809)

The Fifth Coalition hardly justified the name, for when Aus-
tria once again chose to oppose France, it did so without al-
lies to assist it on land. Britain, of course, carried on opera-
tions at sea and offered substantial subsidies and loans as it
had since 1793, but it could do little more on land than send
an expedition in July to Walcheren Island, off the Dutch
coast, where disease soon rendered the whole affair a disaster
and obliged the British to withdraw in October. Nevertheless,
the Austrians had some reason to be hopeful, for in fielding a
sizable army in the spring of 1809, they took advantage of the
absence from central Europe of large numbers of French
troops who had been diverted to serve in operations in Spain.
Yet, with misplaced optimism, they underestimated
Napoleon’s ability to muster his forces and concentrate them
quickly, for by the time the Habsburg armies were ready to
fight, the French had shifted reinforcements from the Iberian
Peninsula to meet this revived threat.

The main Austrian army under Archduke Charles in-
vaded the principal member of the Confederation of the
Rhine, Bavaria, which also had to contend with an
Austrian-inspired revolt in the Tyrol, a region formerly
under Habsburg control. At the same time, Archduke John
crossed the Alps to invade northern Italy, repulsing Eugene
de Beauharnais, the viceroy of Italy and a staunch ally of
France, at Sacile on 16 April. When Napoleon arrived from
Spain, he moved immediately to the offensive, crossing the
Danube and defeating an Austrian force at Abensberg on
19-20 April before turning on Charles, then under obser-
vation by Davout. Charles struck first, confronting Davout
at Eggmiihl but failing, despite overwhelming numerical
superiority, to defeat him, as a result of Napoleon’s arrival.
French exhaustion from three days’ engagements (at
Abensberg, Landshut, and Eggmiihl) denied them the op-
portunity to pursue Charles, though they managed to
storm and seize Ratisbon on 23 April. Three weeks later
French troops occupied Vienna without a shot being fired.

Charles meanwhile concentrated his army on the north
bank of the Danube. Napoleon ordered pontoon bridges
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constructed to span the river to Lobau Island, and then to the
other side, where troops positioned themselves in the villages
of Aspern and Essling. On 21-22 May the two sides fought
bitterly for possession of these villages, but the French re-
fused to be dislodged. However, with the single French bridge
unable to allow substantial numbers of reinforcements to be
fed to the north side of the river, Napoleon withdrew his
forces to the opposite bank, marking out Aspern-Essling as
the Emperor’s first defeat. Napoleon intended to recross the
Danube and confront Charles for a second time, but he knew
he must first develop another plan to do so. Meanwhile, on
the Italian front, Archduke John was obliged to withdraw
back over the Julian Alps, followed by Eugene, who was suc-
cessful at Raab on 16 June and subsequently moved to link
up with the main French army on the Danube.

Hoping to defeat Charles before he could be reinforced
by Archduke John, Napoleon recrossed the Danube on the
night of 4-5 July. The Austrians offered no resistance to the
crossing, but on 5 and 6 July heavy fighting took place at
Wagram, where Charles attempted to isolate Napoleon
from his bridgehead. This maneuver, however, failed; the
Austrian center was pierced, and Charles was obliged to re-
treat, albeit with very heavy losses suffered by both sides.
Austria could no longer carry on the war. Vienna was under
enemy occupation, the main army had been beaten, though
not destroyed, and Russia had not joined the campaign as
Austria had hoped. Francis duly sued for peace on 10 July
and three months later signed the Treaty of Schonbrunn, by
which he relinquished large portions of his empire to
France and its allies and promised to adhere to Napoleon’s
Continental System, by which the Emperor sought to im-
pose an embargo on the importation of British goods to the
Continent and the exportation of continental goods to
Britain in an effort to strangle its economy.

The Peninsular War (1807-1814)
Quite separate from the other campaigns waged in Europe,
the Peninsular War, fought on the Iberian Peninsula, con-
stituted the principal theater in which Britain could at last
contribute substantial land forces to the war against
Napoleon. Portuguese and above all Spanish resistance, in-
volving both regular and guerrilla forces, over time con-
tributed much to the diversion of French troops from
other theaters of conflict, and to the continual drain on
French manpower. After the Treaty of Tilsit and the intro-
duction of the Continental System, only Portugal contin-
ued to defy the ban by accepting British imports. In an ef-
fort to close this final avenue of trade, Napoleon sent
troops through Spain to Portugal, taking advantage of the
opportunity to impose his will on the Spanish as well.

In November 1807 General Junot began his march
through Spain, entering Lisbon in December. The Por-

tuguese royal family was evacuated by the Royal Navy and
transported to Brazil, while the Provisional Government
left behind sought assistance from Britain. Napoleon then
revealed his full intentions, when in March 1808 Marshal
Murat entered Spain at the head of a large army, occupied
Spanish fortresses and disarmed their garrisons under false
pretences, and deposed both King Charles IV and his son
Ferdinand, who were replaced by Napoleon’s brother
Joseph, backed by pro-Bonapartist elements in Madrid.
The French occupation was never fated to go smoothly: on
2 May the populace of Madrid rose up in revolt, and the
spirit of resistance soon spread throughout the country,
where guerrilla bands began to spring up and prey on
French detachments, couriers, and isolated outposts. The
regular Spanish armies fought a number of pitched battles
against the French in 1808-1809, but they were generally
defeated, sometimes disastrously. Spanish resistance also
manifested itself in a number of epic sieges in which civil-
ians played a prominent part, most notably that of
Saragossa, northeast of Madrid, where in the summer of
1808 the inhabitants managed to stave off repeated French
attempts to storm the city. The one significant Spanish suc-
cess in the field came at Bailén, in Andalusia, where on 19
July 1808, General Dupont surrendered an army of 23,000
men, causing shock waves across Europe and destroying
the myth of French invincibility.

The war in the Peninsula took on an entirely different
character from August 1808, when a British expeditionary
force led by Lieutenant General Sir Arthur Wellesley (later
the Duke of Wellington) arrived in Portugal and defeated
Junot at Vimeiro on 21 August, thus securing a foothold
for the British army. By the Convention of Cintra, senior
British commanders granted the French generous terms,
which allowed them to be transported home with their
weapons in British ships. Wellesley alone was cleared by
the court of inquiry that convened in London and
cashiered the generals responsible for what in Britain were
considered the disgraceful terms agreed to at Cintra.

With Portugal cleared of French troops and British
reinforcements arriving under Lieutenant General Sir
John Moore, an opportunity now offered itself for an of-
fensive into Spain. Moore, with promises of Spanish sup-
port, therefore advanced in the autumn of 1808. When the
Spanish support failed to materialize, however, Moore
faced numerically superior forces under Napoleon him-
self, who had arrived in Spain determined to drive the
British out of the Iberian Peninsula once and for all. He
occupied Madrid on 4 December and pursued the British
commander, obliging Moore to make a long, punishing
retreat through winter conditions to Corunna (and an-
other, smaller column to retreat to Vigo) on the northwest
Spanish coast. The diversion of French attention toward
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the retreating British columns gave the Spanish armies a
much-needed respite. Believing Moore at risk of immi-
nent defeat at the hands of Marshal Soult, and with war
looming with Austria, Napoleon left for France. Moore
was harassed for much of the journey, but on reaching
Corunna he turned to face Soult before evacuating his
troops onto Royal Navy transports. Moore died in the en-
suing battle, but his ragged army was saved, and by that
time Lisbon had been sufficiently fortified to prevent the
French from retaking it. Saragossa, however, finally sur-
rendered, after a second enormously costly siege in Febru-
ary 1809.

Wellesley returned to Portugal in command of the
army there, to be supplemented by Portuguese forces reor-
ganized on the British model by Marshal Beresford. Soult
invaded Portugal in the spring of 1809, but Wellesley
ejected him after fighting at Oporto, on the Douro River,
on 12 May. Exploiting his success, Wellesley crossed the
border into Spain to cooperate with the Spanish com-
mander, General Garcia de la Cuesta, who in the event
failed to assist Wellesley at Talavera on 28 July, when he
came under attack by Marshal Victor and Joseph Bona-
parte. The Anglo-Portuguese narrowly held off the French,
as a reward for which Wellesley was raised to the peerage as
Marquis Wellington, finishing the Peninsular War as the
Duke of Wellington. Meanwhile the Spanish armies
showed themselves to be incapable of confronting the
French, who defeated them comprehensively at Ocana on
19 November. Unable to take the war into Spain, for the
moment Wellington concentrated on defending Portugal,
where Lisbon was established as an easily accessible base at
which supplies and troops could be landed from Britain,
and which held complete command of the maritime route
from home. Wellington ensured that the defenses could
sustain an attack on any scale by ordering the construction
of a line of impregnable fortifications, known later as the
Lines of Torres Vedras, across the peninsula on which Lis-
bon was situated.

Masséna opened the campaign of 1810 with yet an-
other French invasion of Portugal, in July, but he was de-
feated at Busaco on 27 September by Wellington, who then
withdrew behind the protection afforded by the completed
Lines of Torres Vedras. Masséna followed him, but upon
discovering the Lines made one attempt at penetrating
them before realizing that they were unassailable. He
therefore camped his troops before the Lines for the re-
mainder of the year and into 1811, with very little food to
be foraged or requisitioned in the area, as a result of
Wellington’s scorched earth policy. The French also sought
to capture Cédiz, in the far south of the country, where the
Spanish had established an alternative capital to occupied
Madrid. At Cadiz a small British force under Sir Thomas

Graham repulsed the French at Barrosa on 5 March, secur-
ing the port city’s safety. Masséna fought Wellington at
Fuentes de Onoro on 5 May, while to the south Beresford’s
Anglo-Spanish army beat Soult, himelf seeking to aid
French troops besieged at Badajoz. Losses were very heavy
on both sides, and though Soult was unable to relieve the
garrison, the fortress remained in French hands and thus
prevented Wellington from taking the war into Spain. The
French were successful elsewhere; in the south, Marshal
Louis Suchet captured Tarragona on 28 July and Valencia
on 9 January 1812.

The campaign of 1812 opened with Wellington as-
suming the offensive, seizing the border fortresses of Ciu-
dad Rodrigo on 19 January and Badajoz on 6 April, the lat-
ter taken only after the British storming parties suffered
tremendous losses in a series of desperate assaults.
Notwithstanding the heavy price paid for possession of
these towns, Wellington could at last carry the war into
Spain, where he scored a decisive victory over Marshal
Marmont at Salamanca on 22 July. Wellington occupied
Madrid for a short time in August, but with the failure of
his assault on Burgos as a result of inadequate siege equip-
ment, he was obliged to retreat as far as Portugal. Never-
theless, large numbers of French troops had been with-
drawn for the Russian campaign, and years of guerrilla
warfare had taken a heavy toll on both French strength and
morale.

In 1813 Wellington was enabled to return to the offen-
sive, routing Joseph’s army at Vitoria on 21 June, thus end-
ing Bonapartist rule and forcing the French from most of
the country to a narrow band of territory in the extreme
north. Wellington continued to drive the French before
him, taking San Sebastian and Pamplona and fighting his
way through several passes in the Pyrenees to invade
France herself. He defeated Soult, first at Orthez on 27 Feb-
ruary 1814, and again in the final major action of the war,
on 10 April at Toulouse, where news had not yet arrived
that Napoleon had already abdicated in Paris a few days
earlier. The Peninsular War had not only brought to the
fore one of Britain’s greatest commanders, it had drained
French resources over the course of many years, thus mak-
ing an important contribution to Napoleon’s ultimate
downfall.

The Russian Campaign (1812)

With the Continental System eventually cutting hard into
the Russian economy and Alexander growing increasingly
concerned about the presence of the duchy of Warsaw on
his borders, war between Russia and France became in-
evitable. Napoleon, gathering a massive army of unprece-
dented size and composed of every nationality from his
empire, pushed across the Niemen River with over half a
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million men on 22 June 1812. The two main Russian
armies, one under General Barclay de Tolly and the other
under Prince Bagration, found themselves unable to resist
a force of this size, and withdrew east, uniting at Smolensk
on 3 August. Unable to outflank his opponents, Napoleon
chose to engage them first on 17 August at Smolensk,
where he took the city by storm, and again at Valutino two
days later, where he scored a minor success, the Russians
simply withdrawing deeper into the interior and obliging
the French to extend their increasingly vulnerable lines of
communication even farther.

The Russian commander in chief, Barclay de Tolly, was
replaced by Kutuzov, who on 7 September made an ex-
tremely hard-fought stand at Borodino, where rather than
attempting any elaborate maneuvers to envelop the sta-
tionary Russians, Napoleon launched a simple frontal as-
sault against prepared positions held by troops committed
to defend “Holy Russia” with the utmost determination.
The battle degenerated into a horrendous bloodletting
with no decisive result. Kutuzov withdrew further east, the

exhausted French unable to pursue in the short term. The
Russians made no further attempt to defend Moscow,
which the French entered on 14 September. Nevertheless,
much of the city was almost immediately destroyed by
fire—probably deliberately set by the Russians—though
enough remained of Moscow to provide shelter for
Napoleon’s dwindling army for the month that the Em-
peror chose to remain there, all the while hoping that the
tsar would sue for peace. Alexander sent no such overtures,
and by the time Napoleon began his retreat on 19 October,
winter had nearly arrived.

The story of the retreat from Moscow is well known:
snow soon began to fall, and the army, harassed by Cos-
sacks and suffering from hunger, cold, and lack of horse
transport, disintegrated into a mass of fugitives, most of
whom could offer little or no resistance to the increas-
ingly vengeful Russians. The entire path of the army was
strewn with bodies, abandoned equipment, and the spoils
of war. On 24 October the Russians caught up with the
corps, mostly Italians, under Eugene de Beauharnais at

Napoleon receiving a report during the retreat from Moscow. His invasion of Russia proved the greatest strategic blunder of his career.
His failure to appreciate the vast distances to be covered and the extreme temperatures to be endured led to the destruction of the largest
army hitherto known. (Print by W. Wereschtschagin from Illustrierte Geschichte der Befreiungskriege by Julius von Pflugk-Harttung, 1913)
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Maloyaroslavets, inflicting a serious blow, and when the
army finally reached Smolensk, it was hardly worthy of
the name. Stragglers and camp followers were regularly
butchered by the Cossacks, and discipline and morale
gradually collapsed. Kutuzov cut off part of the Grande
Armée at Krasnyi on 16—-17 November, though Napoleon
managed to rescue it, and the whole struggled on to the
Berezina River. There, engineers, working under the most
difficult circumstances, managed to throw two makeshift
bridges across the river, enabling thousands to cross,
while what units that could be cobbled together fought
on the east bank to hold back the attacks of the regular
Russian army. Eventually the bridges gave way under the
weight of the fugitives, leaving thousands to be captured
or killed on the Russian side of the river. Fewer than
100,000 survivors eventually reached the Niemen at the
end of December, when the Russians halted their pursuit
of an army that had dissolved into mere rabble. The
Grande Armée had effectively ceased to exist, but
Napoleon had already gone ahead to Paris to assemble a
new army.

The Campaign in Germany (1813)
However immense the losses suffered by Napoleon in Rus-
sia, his extraordinary administrative skills enabled him to
rebuild his army by the spring of 1813, though neither the
men nor the horses could be replaced in their former qual-
ity or quantity. The Sixth Coalition, which had been
formed by Britain, Russia, Spain, and Portugal in June
1812, now expanded as other states became emboldened to
oppose Napoleonic hegemony in Europe. The Prussian
corps, which had reluctantly accompanied the Grande
Armée into Russia, declared its neutrality by the Conven-
tion of Tauroggen on 30 December 1812, and on 27 Febru-
ary 1813 Frederick William formally brought his country
into the coalition by the terms of the Convention of
Kalisch, signed with Russia. The Austrians remained neu-
tral during the spring campaign, with Fiirst Schwarzen-
berg’s corps, which had covered the southern flank of the
French advance into Russia, withdrawing into Bohemia.
By the time the campaign began in the spring,
Napoleon had created new fighting formations from the
ashes of the old, calling up men who had been exempted
from military service in the past, those who had been pre-
viously discharged but could be classed as generally fit, and
those who, owing to their youth, would not normally have
been eligible for front-line duty for at least another year.
With such poorly trained and inexperienced, yet still en-
thusiastic, troops Napoleon occupied the Saxon capital,
Dresden on 7-8 May, and defeated General Wittgenstein,
first at Liitzen on 2 May and again at Bautzen on 20-21
May. Both sides agreed to an armistice, which stretched

from June through July and into mid-August, during
which time the French recruited and trained their green
army, while the Allies assembled larger and larger forces,
now to include Austrians, Swedes, and troops from a num-
ber of former members of the Confederation of the Rhine.

When the campaign resumed, the Allies placed three
multinational armies in the field: one under Schwarzen-
berg, one under Bliicher, and a third under Napoleon’s for-
mer marshal, Bernadotte. The Allies formulated a new
strategy, known as the Trachenberg Plan, by which they
would seek to avoid direct confrontation with the main
French army under Napoleon, instead concentrating their
efforts against the Emperor’s subordinates, whom they
would seek to defeat in turn. The plan succeeded:
Bernadotte drubbed Oudinot at Grossbeeren on 23 Au-
gust, and Bliicher won against Macdonald at the Katzbach
River three days later. Napoleon, for his part, scored a sig-
nificant victory against Schwarzenberg at Dresden on
26-27 August, but the Emperor failed to pursue the Aus-
trian commander. Shortly thereafter, General Vandamme’s
corps became isolated during its pursuit of Schwarzenberg
and was annihilated at Kulm on 29-30 August.

The end of French control of Germany was nearing.
First, Bernadotte defeated Ney at Dennewitz on 6 Septem-
ber; then Bavaria, the principal member of the Confedera-
tion of the Rhine, defected to the Allies. The decisive battle
of the campaign was fought at Leipzig from 16-19 Octo-
ber, when all three main Allied armies converged on the
city to attack Napoleon’s positions in and around it. In the
largest battle in history up to that time, both sides suffered
extremely heavy losses, and though part of the Grande
Armée crossed the river Elster and escaped before the
bridge was blown, the Allies nevertheless achieved a vic-
tory of immense proportions that forced the French out of
Germany and back across the Rhine. A Bavarian force
under General Wrede tried to stop Napoleon’s retreat at
Hanau on 30-31 October, but the French managed to push
through to reach home soil a week later. Napoleon, his al-
lies having either deserted his cause or found themselves
under Allied occupation, now prepared to oppose the inva-
sion of France by numerically superior armies converging
on several fronts.

The Campaign in France (1814)

Convinced that he could still recover his vast territorial
losses, Napoleon chose to fight on against all the odds, re-
jecting offers from the Allies that would have left France
with its “natural” frontiers: the Rhine, the Alps, and the
Pyrenees. French forces were under pressure on several
fronts. Wellington’s Anglo-Portuguese and Spanish forces
stood poised along the Pyrenees; the Austrians were al-
ready operating in northern Italy; and several armies were
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making seemingly inexorable progress from the east:
Schwarzenberg approaching from Switzerland, Blicher
through eastern France, and Bernadotte from the north
through the Netherlands. To oppose these impressive
forces, Napoleon possessed little more than a small army
consisting of hastily raised units, National Guardsmen, and
anyone who had somehow avoided the call-ups of the past.
Somehow, at least in the initial stages of the campaign, the
Emperor managed to summon up the kind of energy and
tactical brilliance for which he had become renowned dur-
ing the Italian campaigns of 1796-1797.

In swift succession he drubbed Bliicher at Brienne on
29 January, at La Rothiere on 30 January, at Champaubert
on 10 February, at Montmirail on 11 February, at
Chéteau-Thierry on 12 February, and at Vauchamps on 14
February. Napoleon then turned to confront Schwarzen-
berg at Montereau on 18 February, before again fighting
Bliicher, at Craonne, near Paris, on 7 March. Yet, however
many enemies he could repel in turn, Napoleon could not
be everywhere at once, and his corps commanders, despite
the continued enthusiasm for battle displayed by the
troops themselves, could not achieve the same results in
the field as the Emperor. The French could not stand up to
the numbers facing them at Laon on 9-10 March, and
though there were still successes in March such as at
Rheims on the thirteenth, there were also setbacks such as
at Arcis-sur-Aube on 20-21 March. Schwarzenberg then
defeated two of Napoleon’s subordinates at La-Fere-
Champenoise on 25 March, before linking up with
Bliicher on the twenty-eighth.

The Allies were now very close to Paris, where Joseph
Bonaparte had failed to make adequate provision for the
capital’s defense. After token resistance at Clichy and
Montmartre on 30 March, Marmont refused to fight on,
and the Allies entered the capital the following day. At a
conference with his marshals, Napoleon found himself
surrounded by men finally prepared to defy him; the
troops, they declared, would listen to their generals, not the
Emperor. With no alternative, Napoleon abdicated uncon-
ditionally on 11 April and, by the terms of the Treaty of
Paris, took up residence on Elba, off the Italian coast, while
the Bourbon line in France was restored under King Louis
XVIIL

The Waterloo Campaign (1815)

Napoleon was not content to remain on Elba and manage
the affairs of his tiny island kingdom. Landing in France in
March 1815 with a small band of followers, he marched on
Paris, gathering loyal veterans and adherents from the
army as he went, including Ney, whom the king had specif-
ically sent to apprehend the pretender to the throne. Allied
leaders were at the time assembled at Vienna, there to re-

draw the map of Europe, which had been so radically re-
vised by more than two decades of war. The Seventh Coali-
tion was soon on the march, with effectively the whole of
Europe in arms and marching to defeat Napoleon before
he could raise sufficient troops to hold off the overwhelm-
ing numbers which the Allies had now set in motion to-
ward the French frontiers. With the speed characteristic of
his earlier days in uniform, Napoleon quickly moved north
to confront the only Allied forces within reach: an Anglo-
Dutch army under Wellington and a Prussian one under
Bliicher, both in Belgium. Napoleon could only hope to
survive against the massive onslaught that would soon
reach France by defeating the Allied armies separately; to
this end he sought to keep Wellington and Bliicher—who
together easily outnumbered him—apart.

On 16 June, after a rapid march that caught Welling-
ton, then at Brussels, entirely off guard, Napoleon detached
Ney to seize the crossroads at Quatre Bras, then occupied by
part of Wellington’s army, while with the main body of the
Armée du Nord he moved to strike Bliicher at Ligny. Ney
failed in his objective, and though on the same day
Napoleon delivered a sharp blow against the Prussians, the
crucial result was that the two Allied armies continued to
remain within supporting distance of one another. Bliicher,
having promised to support Wellington if he were attacked
by Napoleon’s main body, took up a position at Wavre. Two
days later Napoleon did precisely that, focusing his atten-
tion on Wellington while the two Allied armies lay apart.
Having detached Marshal de Grouchy to follow the Prus-
sians and prevent them from linking up with Wellington,
the Emperor launched a frontal assault on Wellington’s
strong position around Mont St. Jean, near Waterloo.

The hard-pressed Anglo-Allied troops held on
throughout the day, gradually reinforced by elements of
Bliicher’s army that managed to leave Wavre while
Grouchy, busily engaged with a Prussian holding force, re-
fused to march to the sound of the guns at Waterloo. The
French made strenuous attempts to dislodge Wellington’s
troops, who in turn showed exceptional determination to
hold their ground, and as the Prussians gradually made
their presence felt on the French right flank, the battle
began to turn in the Allies’ favor. In a final gamble to break
Wellington’s center and clinch victory, Napoleon sent for-
ward the Imperial Guard, but when his veterans recoiled
from the intense, point-blank musket and artillery fire they
received on the slope, the rest of the army dissolved into a
full-scale rout.

With no possibility of retaining power, Napoleon ab-
dicated in Paris a few days later. By the second Treaty of
Paris, the Bourbons were restored to the throne, France
was reduced to her pre-1792 borders, forced to support an
army of occupation and pay a sizable indemnity. As for
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Napoleon, his hopes of obtaining permission to reside in
Britain were dashed; on surrendering himself, he was taken
as a captive to spend the remainder of his life on the re-
mote South Atlantic island of St. Helena, where he died on
5 May 1821.

Gregory Fremont-Barnes

See also Fifth Coalition, War of the; Fourth Coalition, War
of the; France, Campaign in; Germany, Campaign in;
Peninsular War; Russian Campaign; Third Coalition, War of
the; Waterloo Campaign
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Napoleon Bonaparte (1769-1821)

The identity of Napoleon Bonaparte is a major concern for
today’s historians, as they seek to add more than just fur-
ther detail to the familiar outline of his military and politi-
cal career. They have begun exploring the construction of
his personality, and the images and representations that
were generated in the process. A myth was certainly manu-
factured after his death, but its fabrication commenced
during his own lifetime, elaborated not simply by contem-
poraries but through Napoleon’s own deliberate efforts. He
had History in his sights from the outset, and was con-
stantly reinventing himself, from Buonaparte a Corsican
patriot, to Bonaparte the Revolutionary General and Re-
publican Consul, to, finally, in 1804, Napoleon the Em-
peror. In the Hundred Days the revolutionary aspect
briefly resurfaced, before the embellishment of the legend
on St. Helena was undertaken during the last years of his
life. This final endeavor carried his appeal still further, and
Bonapartism became established as a significant political
option in nineteenth-century France. Together with the
sheer scale of his ambition and a series of stunning mili-
tary victories, this protean character, reflected in a vast
array of printed and visual imagery, helps to explain his
unparalleled longevity in the global memory. Though the
achievement ultimately fell short of his vast reach, it lent a
romantic aura to an astonishing individual who has
prompted more ink to flow than any modern figure.

The future Emperor of the French was barely born a
subject of Louis XVI. He arrived in the world on 15 August
1769, at Ajaccio, in the southwest of the beautiful, but wild,
Mediterranean island of Corsica, which had been trans-
ferred to France by the Genoese just a year earlier. Corsica
had a long history of rebellion, and it was in the throes of
another insurrection, which Napoleon’s father supported.
When it became evident that the French were determined
to overcome some typically stubborn resistance, Carlo



Buonaparte made his peace with the island’s latest masters.
Although he died relatively young, leaving his strong-
willed wife Laetitia to run the family, he thus secured a
place for his family in the new order. Napoleon, the second
eldest of five sons, was packed off at a tender age to a mili-
tary school at Brienne in Burgundy, where he cut a rather
sad and solitary figure, homesick and struggling with the
northern climate. Rather than showing precocious genius,
as many commentators have suggested, he was often
mocked for his lesser gentry origins and, above all, his Cor-
sican accent (which he retained throughout his life).

Even after he graduated to the Ecole Militaire in Paris,
he continued to spend a good deal of his spare time read-
ing and writing. Indeed, his adolescent literary endeavors
shed much light on these early years when, like many of his
generation, he aspired to become an author as much as a
soldier. Influenced by the classics and, among contempo-
rary authors, by Rousseau, he nurtured a number of proj-
ects: these included an Egyptian tale, as well as a disserta-
tion on suicide, an indication of his troubled state of mind.
By the time the Revolution broke out in 1789, he had been
commissioned as a sub-lieutenant, albeit in the less presti-
gious artillery. In the stultifying garrison atmosphere of
Valence, in the Rhone valley, it was a prize essay competi-
tion for the Academy of Lyons that preoccupied him, but
his Discourse on Happiness failed to gain a prize. Yet the au-
thor manqué would become as great a communicator as he
was a conqueror. He was extremely well-read, and books
would always accompany him on campaign, in the form of
a mobile library.

Another of Bonaparte’s youthful projects was an unfin-
ished history of Corsica. Army service was punctuated by
generous periods of leave, and he frequently returned to his
native island. His entry into Revolutionary politics was, not
unnaturally, a Corsican one, as a patriotic follower of
Pasquale Paoli, who had led the struggle against France in
the late 1760s and now reemerged to renew the long strug-
gle to liberate his homeland. Corsica was given departmen-
tal status like other areas of France, but this was insufficient
for its independent-minded partisans. Bonaparte lent his
military skills to the newly formed Corsican National
Guard and was accordingly absent from the general review
of army officers that took place under the reformed regime
in France early in 1792. Yet his incarnation as a Corsican
patriot was short lived. In 1793, the whole Buonaparte clan
was obliged to leave the island after falling out with Paoli;
Bonaparte was to see his native island only once more,
briefly, on his return from Egypt in 1799. He became a per-
petual exile, and his quest for global supremacy might be
seen as a means of overcoming this deep sense of isolation.

Returning to the mainland, Bonaparte sought to re-
join the army. He was fortunate that the nascent Republic
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was so much in need of help and could overlook his recent
failure to rally to the colors. The outbreak of war in the
spring of 1792, coupled with the wholesale desertion of the
ranks by aristocratic officers who had gone into exile, facil-
itated his reintegration and also offered the possibility of
distinction in both internal and external campaigns. In the
summer of 1793, he was active in the Midj, participating in
the suppression of the so-called federalist revolts, Republi-
can insurrections against the Jacobins who had seized
power in Paris. In a pamphlet he published at his own ex-
pense, entitled, Le souper de Beaucaire (The Supper of
Beaucaire), Napoleon not only revealed a propagandist
bent, but also showed the effects of his literary apprentice-
ship, siding with the Jacobin cause against a disaffected
merchant from Marseille. He was an obvious choice to as-
sist in ending the siege of neighboring Toulon, where a
moderate rebellion had turned into full-blown counterrev-
olution, with the entry of the British fleet into the Mediter-
ranean naval base. Rendering the roadstead untenable de-
manded vigorous use of the artillery that Napoleon led
and, by the end of 1793, Toulon, like other rebel cities, had
been reduced to submission.

In retrospect, the recapture of Toulon was a milestone
in his career, but it went virtually unnoticed at the time.
The repression that accompanied these operations, though
it did not directly involve him, was much more widely
publicized. It inevitably meant that he incurred some guilt
by association, and when the Jacobins fell from power in
1794, Napoleon’s prospects took a turn for the worse: the
youthful brigadier general (he was still just twenty-four
years old) found himself out of favor, though not for long.
The Thermidorian Reaction was swinging too far in a con-
servative direction, and even middle-of-the-road Republi-
can politicians felt threatened. In saving the day for those
politicians in Vendémiaire (October 1795) with his famous
“whiff of grapeshot” against right-wing rebels in Paris,
Napoleon not only resurrected his career but teamed up
for a second time with Paul Barras, who became a long-
serving member of the new executive Directory.

The southern politician, whom Bonaparte had first
encountered at Toulon, also introduced him to Josephine
de Beauharnais, the society widow whom the newly pro-
moted general married in 1796. This ill-fated liaison was to
cause him much pain, as well as prompting the disapproval
of his mother. Madame Mere, as she became known when
Bonaparte was elevated to the imperial dignity as Emperor
Napoleon I, pointedly refused to attend the great corona-
tion at Notre Dame in 1804, and it was left to the artist
David to literally paint her into the picture (which showed
Josephine being crowned empress by her husband). Signif-
icantly, he styled himself as Bonaparte in the marriage reg-
ister, gallicizing his name, though opponents (notably the
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British and royalists) would doggedly persist in employing
the original, Corsican orthography, Buonaparte.

Command of the Army of Italy soon followed, though
at that point Italy was something of a sideshow compared
to the crucial northeastern front, and the Republican gen-
eral was merely one of a series of talented young soldiers
who had recently risen up the ranks, such as Louis Hoche
or Barthélemy Joubert. It was Napoleon, however, who
seized the opportunity to make a name for himself, and the
legend was born as much on the plains of Lombardy as on
St. Helena twenty years later. What stands out from the
Italian campaigns of 1796—1797 are not simply the military
victories at Lodi or Rivoli, but the way in which Bonaparte,
quickly dubbed the héros italique in the press, exploited his
prowess. On the one hand there was the conscious crafting
of a reputation, reflected in journalism; not content with
the adulation he was receiving from others, he founded his
own newspapers, which foreshadowed the famous Bul-
letins de la Grande Armée. There was also visual propa-
ganda, seen in the first portraits, while paintings like Gros’s
Bridge at Arcola were turned into prints, and a profusion of
medals were coined. At the same time he began to play a
significant political role and acquire administrative exper-
tise. His victories were followed by setting up pro-French
regimes in the territories he had conquered, notably the
Cisalpine Republic based on Milan, and he made treaties
like Campo Formio with the Austrians in 1797, with little
authorization from the Directory. He was even involved in
the internal politics of France, where the government was
increasingly reliant upon the army to preserve its contested
authority.

The celebrated expedition to Egypt should be re-
garded in this light: an amazing piece of private enterprise
on the part of Bonaparte, who perhaps instinctively
grasped that the invasion of England was a hopeless task.
Challenging British imperial interests in the Middle East
was a long shot, but the government was content to see
him occupied outside the country. Bonaparte nearly came
to grief, yet, as so often, he was able to turn the whole affair
to his advantage: a military disaster was transformed into a
propagandist triumph. Elected to the French Institute in
1797, having earned an intellectual reputation from his en-
terprises in Italy (though much of his accomplishment in-
volved plundering huge quantities of art for transfer to
Paris), he gave the Egyptian expedition a scientific aspect
by including the artists, architects, and astronomers who
founded the discipline of Egyptology. It took a huge slice
of good fortune—he once said that a successful general
needed three things: luck, more luck, and yet more luck—
for him to emerge unscathed from the Middle Eastern de-
bacle. When he decided in August 1799 to leave his army
behind and return to France, he was technically deserting

his troops (the Directory did momentarily consider arrest-
ing him when he set foot back in France, but abandoned
the idea when he was so well received by the people).
Moreover, he was risking maritime interception, since the
fleet that carried his army to Egypt had been wiped out at
the Battle of the Nile by Rear Admiral Sir Horatio Nelson,
leaving the British unchallenged in the Mediterranean.

When he landed in Provence in September, the mili-
tary crisis that the invasion of Egypt had provoked was
more or less over, but he was received as a hero and feted
all the way to Paris. Once in the capital, he was content to
keep a low profile, appearing out of uniform and cultivat-
ing all shades of intellectual and political opinion, present-
ing himself as the “most civilian of all the generals.” He was
not the first choice of veteran politician Sieyes as the gen-
eral who would take charge of security during a plot to
overturn the Directory. Indeed, his ineptitude when faced
with resistance on the second, crucial day of a “legal” coup
d’état at Saint-Cloud (the parliamentary deputies had been
moved out of Paris on the pretext of a Jacobin plot) almost
sabotaged the whole affair; it took his younger brother Lu-
cien to save the day. Ironically, but typically, the force that
was subsequently applied to oust the opposition gave
Bonaparte greater influence in the political arrangements
that followed. He was able to impose his vision of a postdi-
rectorial order, making himself First Consul with supreme
power, rather than the figurehead that Sieyes proposed. He
was just thirty years old when he took charge of an ex-
panding French Republic of almost 100 departments and
some 30 million inhabitants.

Bonaparte’s ambition, energy, and sheer ability were
displayed to their fullest extent under the Consulate, the
most fruitful period of his dominion. It was not devoid of
military success, of course, though the victory at Marengo
in 1800 was an extremely close-run thing that could have
prematurely curtailed his newly won political authority.
As he himself recognized, military defeat would be his un-
doing, though that recognition did not prevent him stak-
ing everything on continuing success. As it was, peace on
the continent of Europe in 1801 was followed by the
Treaty of Amiens with Britain in 1802. This welcome
respite from constant warfare helped shift attention to in-
ternal achievements, though some of the greatest mea-
sures were already underway. It was in completing projects
and, above all, resolving, if not always permanently then at
least for a lengthy period, some of the thorniest problems
thrown up by the Revolution, that Bonaparte revealed his
true genius.

As might be expected from a soldier (though accusa-
tions of military dictatorship are well wide of the mark),
Bonaparte imposed an authoritarian solution in most do-
mains. Nomination replaced election for the most part;



opponents were treated harshly; and for one recent histo-
rian, H. G. Brown, the measures taken to restore law and
order amounted to an incipient security state. This over-
states the case, for to accept this conclusion would be to ig-
nore the restraints that were self imposed: there was no re-
turn to the Terror, despite instances of cruelty toward some
Jacobins and royalists, for the general did not scruple to
spill blood when he deemed it necessary. The Jacobins were
punished for an attempt on his life in 1800 (though the
detonation of a machine infernale just outside the Louvre,
where he now resided, was known to be perpetrated by
royalists). The subsequent monarchist conspiracy of 1803
ended with the execution of a Bourbon blood relative, the
duc d’Enghien, who was abducted from his residence in
Baden; this execution destroyed any lingering hope of a
compromise with the royalist cause. Yet Bonaparte intro-
duced many elements of reconciliation as well as repres-
sion, witnessed in his choice of collaborators from across
the political spectrum, or in efforts to repatriate the émi-
grés, for example. This effective combination of carrot and
stick is especially apparent in his settlement with the
Catholic Church, which resulted in the restoration of pub-
lic worship, largely on Bonaparte’s terms. This hard-driven
bargain both rallied many of the French people and de-
prived proponents of a monarchical restoration of a vital
weapon in their armory, with which Republicans had sig-
nally failed to deal.

The Concordat reflected Bonaparte’s opportunism,
even cynicism, for he stated that he would do similar deals
with Muslims and Protestants if his authority required it. A
nominal Catholic, his birthday on the Feast of the As-
sumption (a major feast day in the church calendar) be-
came the Saint-Napoléon, after a hitherto unknown mar-
tyr was unearthed by supporters. Raised under the
influence of the ideas of the Enlightenment, he lacked a
personal religious faith, yet, unlike many of his counter-
parts, he understood how much it meant to some people.
He was also able to synthesize elements of the ancien
régime with principles of the new order, choosing freely
from both. For instance, his management, not to say ma-
nipulation, of popular sovereignty was symbolized by the
plebiscites that secured general assent for the growth of his
power. The great Napoleonic Code, which brought the
labors of a decade to fruition, definitively enshrined the
new order of legal equality, though at the price of a patriar-
chal settlement. Where the Revolutionaries had experi-
mented, he consolidated. In the confronting of issues unre-
solved or unfinished by the Revolution, his lack of a
political past could be put to good advantage, while his un-
orthodox background endowed him with a greater degree
of objectivity than most of his contemporaries; his claim to
stand above parties seemed to ring true.
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On the other hand, a fierce, clannish loyalty to his own
family, together with an insatiable urge toward greater per-
sonal power, served as a drawback that manifested itself
more strongly the longer his rule continued. Under the First
Empire, established in 1804, Napoleon (as he was now
known) adopted a more conservative outlook and many
compromises of the Consular period were adulterated. It
might have been said earlier that he discarded the liberty of
the Revolution while retaining its principle of equality (his
own rise to power, after all, represented the triumph of the
principle of “careers open to talent,” and, at the sacre (coro-
nation) of 2 December, he crowned himself to symbolize
this fact), but the imperial decade threatened such social
fluidity. Initially at least, even greater glory was achieved on
the battlefield, with Austerlitz coinciding with the first an-
niversary of the coronation and Prussia crushed at Jena-
Auerstadt the following year. Thereafter the tide gradually
turned toward disaster, in Spain and above all in Russia, but
the Empire was also a much less productive period from the
political point of view. The reestablishment of heredity and
the re-creation of a court encouraged the reemergence of a
more aristocratic and less meritocratic society.

With the benefit of hindsight, the imperial evolution
might seem a foregone conclusion, yet it was almost as
contingent as Bonaparte’s rise to power. The granting of a
Life Consulate in 1802 had, after all, bestowed on Bona-
parte the right to nominate his own successor, and at that
point, his marriage to Josephine proving barren, he had no
heir. It was the resumption of war in 1803, plus the contin-
ued plotting of royalists, that convinced many contempo-
raries, as well as Bonaparte himself, that a truly hereditary
regime offered better safeguards than the present arrange-
ments, as well as a greater chance of perpetuating the cur-
rent situation beyond the death of the present incumbent.
So the Republican Consul became Emperor Napoleon.
Comparisons with Washington were already out of date,
for there was no possibility of retirement; instead, refer-
ence to Caesar or Charlemagne grew more relevant.

In fact, the Empire was less popular with the electorate
than the Life Consulate had been, though the resumption
of war had much to do with this, since a cooling of enthu-
siasm was especially marked in maritime areas, which suf-
fered most from renewed (and once more disastrous) naval
conflict with Britain. But though France technically re-
mained a republic, with an emperor at the helm who
promised to uphold liberty and equality, practices from the
old regime gradually insinuated themselves to a greater ex-
tent. Some had bridled at the institution of the Legion of
Honor in 1802, since it reintroduced distinctions between
citizens. A court, however, presupposed a nobility, which
was duly resurrected in 1808, and, though it was far less
privileged than its old regime predecessor, new nobles were



28 Napoleon Bonaparte (1769-1821)

permitted to entail their estates. The granting of titles and
land to former Revolutionaries—Sieyes became a count,
while Fouché took the title of duke, for instance—was
somewhat unedifying, but the return of increasing num-
bers of former nobles to the heart of the regime in the mil-
itary and administration was still more indicative of its
evolution. Napoleon clearly loved a lord, cultivated the tra-
ditional elite, and encouraged an aristocratic reaction.

Nonetheless, it is often said that Napoleon remained a
Jacobin abroad, and it is certainly true that the expanding
Empire (which reached 130 departments at its height, in-
cluding Baltic and Illyrian, as well as German and Italian
provinces) did destroy clerical dominion and much cus-
tomary practice. Yet the pattern of sister republics that
Bonaparte had helped to shape before and after 1799 was
now replaced with satellite kingdoms, several of them
ruled by members of Napoleon’s family, notwithstanding
their variable political ability. Louis was given charge of
Holland and Joseph dispatched to Spain, for example,
while Murat (who had married Napoleon’s sister Caroline)
was given Naples. The process was literally crowned in
1809 when Napoleon divorced the childless Josephine and,
the following year, married Marie Louise, daughter of the
emperor of Austria. She succeeded in delivering the long-
awaited male heir, though he never ruled as Napoleon II,
and also encouraged further genuflections toward the es-
tablished ruling houses with which Napoleon increasingly
identified himself. In fact, it was the old dynasties for
whom Napoleon now evinced such respect that eventually
overturned him in 1814, through the adoption of some of
his modernizing agenda, but, most of all, through a con-
certed effort against the waning resources of an exhausted,
overstretched French Empire.

Yet this was not the end of Napoleon, merely the op-
portunity for another beginning. Less than a year later, in
1815, Napoleon escaped from the Mediterranean island of
Elba where he had been confined in comfortable circum-
stances and began his celebrated Hundred Days. Not only
was he back in charge of France between March and July
1815 but, most important, he recast himself in a Revolu-
tionary role. He was once more Emperor, but he resur-
rected a Jacobin image and proposed a liberal version of
his erstwhile regime. This studied ambiguity recalled the
good old days of the Consulate, when nobles and priests
were subordinate to General Bonaparte, not dominating
the recently restored monarchy. The episode was in-
evitably short-lived, and when he came to grief at Water-
loo, Napoleon was shipped off to St. Helena in the south
Atlantic, whence there would be no return, until his re-
mains were entombed at the Invalides in Paris in 1840.
But the importance of the Hundred Days was posthu-
mous; it was crucial in turning the image of the Emperor

from tyrant to liberator, a remarkable transformation that
set the scene for the emergence of Bonapartism in the
nineteenth century.

Napoleon himself returned to his original vocation as
a writer during the final years of his life, which were spent,
like his early years, on a remote island. Until his death from
cancer in 1821 (persistent rumors that he was poisoned by
the British are ill-founded), the pen once more predomi-
nated over the sword. The great dictator became literally
that, employing Emmanuel, comte de Las Cases to write
down his thoughts in the Mémorial de Sainte-Héléne,
which has been rightly hailed as one of the most influential
books of the century that followed. Much of the legend
that was spun by Napoleon was contradictory and some of
it downright mendacious, yet, in the light of the Hundred
Days and his apparent ill-treatment by his British captors,
it struck a tremendous chord with many of the French of
all classes and conditions. The combination of glory and
bathos, mixed with the meteoric rise and fall of the self-
made man, who aroused the hostility of the establishment,
but offered order and security, was to have broad appeal on
both Right and Left. It was especially attractive to liberals
and republicans who bitterly opposed the restored monar-
chy after 1815 and found the legend a potent rallying cry.
Such was its appeal that the July Monarchy of Louis
Philippe, founded in 1830 when the Bourbons provoked
another revolution, sought to annex the Bonapartist inher-
itance to its own account, if to no lasting effect.

With the demise of this moderate form of monarchy
in 1848, the way was paved for Napoleon’s determined
nephew to offer the real thing, by creating a Second Empire
that consciously imitated the First. Louis Napoleon traded
on a legend that was fostered by widespread propaganda
and personal memories, by artists and ordinary people,
and not least by the thousands of army veterans who were
officially feted by the new imperial regime after 1852. Like
his uncle, the second emperor employed an amalgam of
authoritarianism and democracy, but having promised
peace, like his predecessor he too was undone by war. The
eventual establishment of the Republic after 1870 reduced
Bonapartism to a fringe doctrine, with most appeal on the
extreme Right. Yet its demise was by no means complete,
and one might regard the advent of General de Gaulle and
the Fifth French Republic in 1958 as something of a latter-
day incarnation of the Bonapartist tradition. What is as-
tounding, as we commemorate the bicentenary of
Napoleon’s First Empire, is that the individual himself
continues to inspire so many and varied reactions. He left a
massive legacy as a statesman, in addition to the reputation
for outstanding military success, for which he is best
known. Above all, at a popular level, the silhouette, the
trademark tricorne hat, or the arm in the jacket, remain in-
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stantly recognizable. There can be no greater testimony to
the sheer longevity of a figure born in obscurity more than
two hundred years ago who, as he himself predicted, con-
tinues to fascinate the entire world.

Malcolm Crook
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French Revolutionary Political
Thought and Ideology

The French Revolution sparked the beginning of a new so-
ciopolitical order in Europe. The forces and ideas it un-
leashed swept away centuries of tradition and privilege.
The French Revolution made famous the political
ideals expressed in the slogan, “Liberty, Equality, Frater-
nity” These ideals, however, are contradictory. It is impossi-
ble to realize them all simultaneously. The more that people
are free to be or do things that are of interest to them, the
more unequal they will become. And conversely the more
people are made equal, the less free to be different they will
be. These contradictory ideals are representative of the nu-
merous ideas, many of them also contradictory, that were
advanced during the French Revolution and its aftermath.

The French Revolution, as historians have observed,
was not simply the product of ideas. Rather it was the un-
folding of events in which numerous ideas played a role.
The source for many of the ideas can be found in the work
of foreign philosophers, in the critique of the ancien régime
made by the French philosophes, in French social circles,
and in the complaints of the lower classes.

A very important influence on both the French Revo-
lution and the American Revolution was the social con-
tract political theory of John Locke. Locke wrote two trea-
tises on civil government. The First Treatise on Civil
Government (1690) refuted the theory of the divine right
of kings that had been laid out by Sir Robert Filmer (Patri-
archa, 1680). Locke’s Second Treatise on Civil Government
(1690), which argued that legitimate civil government
rested on a social contract, was known in France prior to
the Revolution.

In the decades prior to the French Revolution, there
were numerous critics of the ancien régime. The French
monarchy had by a long process in the preceding centuries
become an absolute monarchy. For practical purposes,
most power was centered in the person of the king, which
was, in turn, synonymous with the state. Louis XIV had ex-
pressed this theory in his famous assertion, L'état c’est moi
(I'am the state). One of the justifications for this status quo
was the theory of divine right. The basic claim was that the
monarch had been born and ascended the throne accord-
ing to the will of God and was therefore rightly to be
obeyed. Divine right supporters put forth numerous theo-
logically grounded justifications. Some argued that God
had given humans his law in the form of the Ten Com-
mandments. Since the commandment to honor one’s fa-
ther and mother could biblically be punished with death,
the same penalty should apply to those who disobeyed the
Father of France, namely the king.

In the process of consolidating the power of the
French monarchy, the rising middle class (the bourgeoisie)
had supported the king. Consolidation of power into a sin-
gle unified government gave the bourgeoisie a broad mar-
ket and put an end to large numbers of petty principalities
ruled by nobles who collected taxes or fees on goods in
transit across France. As a consequence, the power of the
nobility had been greatly reduced by the rise in power of
the monarchy.

It was the concern for the loss of power by the nobil-
ity that had driven Baron de Montesquieu to search for
liberty (for the nobility) as a way to recover some of their
power. His literary criticisms of the “corruptions” of the
ancien régime were recorded in the Persian Letters (1721).
Separation of powers was the solution to the problem of
liberty set forth in his Spirit of the Laws (De Uesprit des lois,
1747).
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Montesquieu was not seeking liberty for all, but for
the nobility. He was arguing for a balance of privilege
among the elite bodies in the state. However, supporters of
the king advocated ideas such as absolutism, inequality,
privilege, slavery, and the unity of church and state in sup-
port of the status quo.

The philosophes were a varied assortment of thinkers
who criticized many aspects of French government and
politics in the decades prior to the Revolution. Pierre
Bayle’s Dictionnaire historique et critique (1697) paved the
way for more forward-looking criticism such as that in
Denis Diderot’s LEncyclopedie (1751-1765), which con-
tained articles written by many social and political critics.

Even more egalitarian in outlook was Jean-Jacques
Rousseau. Often considered one of the forerunners of the
Romantic movement, since, unlike the more rationalist
philosophes, he exalted the emotions of the uncorrupted
human heart, he published a number of books and articles
advocating equality. However, his ideas on social contract
theory in The Social Contract (Du contrat social, 1762) did
not become popular until the time of the Revolution.

Economic ideas were advocated by a group of French
economists, the Physiocrats, who argued for the free circu-
lation of wealth unhindered by government control. Their
political economic theory, which based the theory of the
need for free circulation of wealth on the analogy between
society and the human body, with its need for free circula-
tion of blood, was to influence Adam Smith, the author of
The Wealth of Nations (1776). However, he rejected their
ideas about agriculture as the prime source for the creation
of wealth.

At the time of the Revolution, the Estates-General
(états généraux, also called the States-General), the French
legislative body, was organized into three estates. The First
Estate was composed of the clergy. The Roman Catholic
Church was a powerful institution that supervised laws on
marriage and family, as well as administered cases involving
this area of the law. It was also the owner of at least a tenth
of the country’s land. The Second Estate was composed of
the king and the nobility. The First and Second Estates were
exempted from most taxation. The Third Estate represented
all the peasants, urban workers, middle-class merchants,
and wealthy merchants. Many wealthy members of the
Third Estate were innovative leaders and important con-
tributors to French socioeconomic life. There was great re-
sentment among the members of the Third Estate because
they paid most of the taxes and had the lowest social stand-
ing. Legally they were almost always at a disadvantage in the
courts. Great numbers of peasants and urban workers were
also the victims of grinding poverty.

The French Revolution began partly as a consequence
of the bankruptcy of the French state. The financial crisis

was the product of several factors, not the least of which
was the expense of the Seven Years’ War (in America
known as the French and Indian War, 1756-1763) and
French participation in the American Revolutionary War
(1775-1783). The Parlement de Paris (the high court of
France) wanted the king either to borrow more or to raise
taxes. Louis XVI reluctantly called the Estates-General into
session on 5 May 1789. This was its first meeting since
1614. Many of the members of the First and Second Estates
wanted the three estates to meet and vote separately. How-
ever, the Third Estate demanded a unified national assem-
bly, with each representative to have one vote. In addition,
it wanted the Estates-General to frame a constitution.
When the king, along with the First and Second Estates, re-
jected the demands of the Third Estate, its members met
on the tennis court at Versailles and vowed (in what is
known as the Oath of the Tennis Court) to remain in ses-
sion until a new written constitution was adopted. Louis
XVI sought to gain time in which to organize troops to re-
move the Third Estate. To do so, he acceded to their de-
mands by allowing the three estates to merge into a single
National Assembly.

Inherent in the actions of the Third Estate was the de-
mand for a unified legislature for the country that would
serve as the primary source of law. In addition, the demand
for a constitution was a demand for limited government
embracing clearly stated laws that were “rationally”
adopted. Finally, implicit in the merging of the three es-
tates was the idea of equality.

Popular direct action took place on 14 July 1789, when
masses of Parisians stormed the Bastille, a fortress-prison
hated for its association with arbitrary incarceration of po-
litical dissidents. A revolutionary government was formed
in the capital, and in the countryside peasants rose up
against many of the nobles. Some of the nobility decided
to flee to safety in foreign lands as émigrés. Government
property, officials, and members of the nobility were con-
sidered natural and justifiable targets of Revolutionary at-
tacks, though in some cases simple personal vengeance was
at work.

On 4 August 1789 the National Assembly adopted what
has become known as the Decrees of 4 August. In a dramatic
all-night session, the members of the National Assembly dis-
mantled the feudal system, renouncing for the good of the
nation all privileges of classes, cities, and provinces.

A permanent contribution to politics made by the
Revolution was the concept of ordering political represen-
tatives or actors according to a range of political ideas
from left to right. The delegates in the French assembly
seated themselves with the supporters of the king and the
nobility on the right, with the middle class in the center
and the more radical elements on the left. This formation
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has since the period of the Revolution been used (often
simplistically) to identify conservatives as on the right,
moderates in the middle, and various reformists and radi-
cals on the left.

On 26 August 1789 the National Assembly adopted
the Declaration of the Rights of Man and the Citizen. The
Declaration’s first points asserted that all men are born free
and equal, with rights that are natural and inalienable. So-
cial distinctions could only be permitted for the common
good. Moreover the Declaration stated that the goal of all
political associations is the preservation of the inherent
rights of man, which include liberty, property, security, and
resistance to oppression. The Declaration also lodged ulti-
mate power (sovereignty) in the nation, thereby removing
it from the person of the king. Consequently any attempts
or claims to authority not derived from the nation were il-
legitimate. The Declaration promulgated the idea that lib-
erty was paramount and inherent in all men. Liberty could
only be restricted by laws that prohibited activity deemed
harmful to society.

Rousseau’s influence was apparent, in that law was
defined as an expression of the “general will” (a key con-
cept in Rousseau’s thought, expounding his belief that the
good of all could be promoted by legislators who mysteri-
ously would be able to know what the “general will” of the
whole community was, as opposed to the will of each in-
dividual or special interest to achieve its own ends). It also
declared that every person was a citizen, equal before the
law without distinctions, except those produced by virtues
or talents.

The Declaration prohibited arrest except as permitted
by law. Similarly, punishment was only to be prescribed by
law. Ex post facto laws were also prohibited. The principle
of the presumption of innocence was enshrined, and po-
lice abuse of power was prohibited. Points 10 and 11 of the
Declaration stated that there was to be freedom of speech
and liberty of conscience in religious expression. To secure
the rights of man and of the citizen, armed forces were
necessary, but only for the common good. The costs of
supporting the military were to be borne proportionally,
with the greater burden resting on the shoulders of the
rich. There were, moreover, to be readily available public
accountings of all taxes and appropriations, with public ac-
countability of all public officials. The last point in the
Declaration asserted that property was an inviolable and
sacred right. Despite the rhetorical absoluteness of this
claim, it went on to specify how property could be legally
taken with just compensation.

The National Assembly eventually adopted a constitu-
tion that turned France into a limited constitutional
monarchy with a unicameral legislature. The court system
was reorganized, and a beginning made toward adopting a

civil code. France was organized into eighty-three regional
units of government called departments. Each was to have
an elected council. However, the right to vote was limited
to citizens who paid a certain level of taxes. In the minds of
many, these reforms were the result of a properly rational
approach to ordering the state.

The National Assembly also seized the property of the
Roman Catholic Church. Proceeds from sales were used to
reduce the French national debt. The National Assembly
also reorganized the Catholic Church, closed the monas-
teries and convents, and mandated the election of priests
and bishops (though this provision did not last). Finally,
religious tolerance was granted to Protestants and Jews.
The National Assembly adjourned at the end of September
1791. The members were under the impression that the
Revolution was over, and that the incoming Legislative As-
sembly would now govern. The Legislative Assembly con-
vened on 1 October 1791. Shortly thereafter it was forced
to deal with the opposition of the king and nobility, along
with the opposition of many Roman Catholics.

By April 1792, Austria and Prussia were at war with
France. The king, however, was hoping for foreign help in
defeating the Revolution. Consequently mobs in Paris and
Revolutionaries throughout France demanded that the
king be dethroned. In August, a crowd of Parisians took
custody of the king and his family. The constitutional
monarchy was over, and the Revolution was moving to-
ward regicide. The Legislative Assembly responded to these
events by calling for a National Convention, which would
draft a new constitution.

In early September, French military defeats panicked
Parisians into taking control of the growing number of
prisoners in the city. One thousand people were summarily
executed in the September Massacres. The French victory
at Valmy on 20 September helped to restore calm. The de-
thronement of the king ended the first phase of the Revo-
lution, which up to that time had been a liberal middle-
class reform movement seeking a constitutional monarchy.
The second stage of the Revolution brought more radical
and democratically minded people to power. The National
Convention convened on 12 September, declaring France a
republic with the official slogan of “Liberty, Equality, and
Fraternity.” It also put Louis on trial for treason. He was
found guilty and beheaded on the guillotine on 21 January
1793.

The Revolution soon became a struggle for power be-
tween radical leaders. In the Convention, the Mountain
faction, the most extreme element of the Jacobins, the
party of the Left (led by Maximilien Robespierre, Georges-
Jacques Danton, and Jean-Paul Marat) opposed the
Girondist faction, the party of the Right and sought to
form alliances with the Plain faction, the neutral majority
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within the National Convention. In the ensuing power
struggle, Charlotte Corday, a Girondist sympathizer, assas-
sinated Marat in July. This and other incidents allowed the
Jacobin faction led by Robespierre to defeat the Girondists.

The Jacobin government instituted both democratic
and dictatorial policies. Democratically it created a new
citizen army filled by recruits from a national draft. The
transformation of the army led to a radical change in mili-
tary tactics. The more democratic the army became, the
more destructive became the battles it fought, since instead
of professionals fighting limited engagements, now citi-
zens, promoted by merit, were fighting in a total war for
the very survival of their revolutionary cause. The govern-
ment (that is, the Convention) also extended the benefits
of the Revolution to the lower classes. They provided pub-
lic assistance, universal public education at the primary
level, price controls, and taxes based on income. In addi-
tion they sought to abolish slavery in the colonies. These
democratic reforms were not completely instituted; as a re-
sult, France remained socially fractured thereafter.

The Thermidorian Reaction on 27 July 1794 ended the
Reign of Terror and sent Robespierre to the guillotine.
Conservative forces gained control of the Convention and
quickly repealed many of the democratic reforms of the Ja-
cobins. A new constitution was adopted in 1795, and
France was ruled by an executive body of five, known as
the Directory, chosen by a legislature elected according to
more conservative principles. To deal with its enemies, the
Directory appealed to a young French general, Napoleon
Bonaparte, who dispersed a hostile crowd in the streets of
Paris on 5 October. A few years later, after building on his
military successes, he was able to seize control of the gov-
ernment on 9-10 November 1799 (18-19 Brumaire in the
Revolutionary calendar) and end the Revolution, bringing
into being the Consulate.

Explicit or implicit in the numerous reforms adopted
by the several revolutionary legislative bodies were ideas
that became permanently enshrined and that sometimes
bore fruit. The marquis de Condorcet, a Girondist who
died in prison before he could be tried, left a literary cor-
pus that stimulated the development of the idea of
progress, while Antoine Louis Claude Destutt, comte de
Tracy, developed ideas on ideology.

Foreign observers often opposed the basic idea of the
French Revolution, namely that rationalism, the applica-
tion of pure human thought, is sufficient for the creation
of the best form of government. Edmund Burke disagreed
in his Reflections on the Revolution in France (1790). His
Reflections argued that tradition and the wisdom of the
ages provided better guidance than the claims of Reason.
Burke was attacked by a number of writers, but most espe-
cially by Thomas Paine who had been a very important

pamphleteer in the American Revolution, authoring Com-
mon Sense (1776) and other inspiring pamphlets. Paine
wrote The Rights of Man (1791-1792) to refute Burke’s
criticisms. Another foreigner stimulated by the French
Revolution was Johann Gottieb Fichte. The concept of fra-
ternity was reduced by Fichte from one of universal rights
to what would become one of the most influential ideas of
the nineteenth century—nationalism—which argued that
peoples sharing a common language, culture, and heritage
ought to establish for themselves a unified nation. The
Revolution also stimulated egalitarian revolutionary so-
cialism, another prominent feature of nineteenth-century
European political culture.

Andrew ]. Waskey
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Literature and the Romantic Movement

The prose, poetry, criticism, and drama produced during
the French Revolution and the Napoleonic Wars offer a
cultural insight into the sentiments of the period. The
work of some writers responded to the tumultuous con-
temporary events that surrounded them, either supporting
or protesting these events. Other writers shied away from
the chaos of daily life, concentrating instead on themes
that gave an alternative to the turmoil of French life. Many
of the writers were actually caught up in the politics of the
day, and some were either executed or exiled from their
country. Around the turn of the century, the Classicism
that had dominated the eighteenth century literary scene
began to slowly be replaced by Romanticism, a movement
that came into full bloom in the post-Napoleonic era.

Prior to the Revolution of 1789, censorship of litera-
ture was very tight within France. Writers relied on the pa-
tronage of the aristocracy for their livelihood, and litera-
ture was considered a mainly upper-class pursuit. Some
writers, however, were tapping into Revolutionary feelings
prior to 1789, such as Pierre Choderlos de Laclos, whose
1782 Les Liaisons dangereuses (Dangerous Liaisons) re-
flected on the perceived decadence of the aristocracy.

Between 1780 and 1800, significantly, many texts were
produced, but not many of them rose to the level of litera-
ture. In the Revolutionary years, censorship was officially
ended, but texts that ran contrary to Revolutionary ideals
were banned. Old printing houses went bankrupt in the
shake-up, while new ones opened. Many of the texts that
were produced in the last decade of the eighteenth century
have long been forgotten. Toward the end of the eighteenth
century, fiction started to assert its authority as the domi-
nant form of discourse. Novels, rather than poetry or
drama, suited the taste of the time best.
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Even in poetry and drama, however, the 1790s were
not a complete literary wasteland. Standing out as a light of
late eighteenth-century literature is André Chénier, consid-
ered by many to be the best French poet of the eighteenth
century. Chénier’s literary style was marked by his use of
iambic meter, and his fondness of the style of odes and
hymns. An early supporter of the Revolution, Chénier be-
came disenchanted with its later excesses. He was impris-
oned during the height of the Terror and executed. During
his lifetime, only two of his poems were published, Le Ser-
ment du Jeu de Paume (The Oath of the Tennis Court) and
the Hymne sur lentrée triomphale des Suisses révoltés du
regiment de Chdteauvieux (Hymn on the Triumphal Entry
of the Rebellious Swiss of the Regiment of Chateauvieux),
but from 1819, more of his poems began to appear, and he
was read and much admired by the Romantics of the nine-
teenth century. While Classical in their subject matter,
Chénier’s poems were experimental in style, hinting to-
ward what was to come with the Romantic movement. Vic-
tor Hugo, considered the head of the French Romantic
movement, was deeply influenced by Chénier’s work, par-
ticularly in Les Chdtiments (The Punishments). The epic
fragments found in Chénier’s work were another preview
of Hugo’s work, which followed in the nineteenth century.

Through Chénier’s poetry of the Revolution, the
reader can see a very perceptible change in the poet’s
mood. The poems of the early Revolution show hope in
the future, hope that the changes were to be for the better.
As the Revolution progressed, though, Chénier’s poems
moved away from their early optimism to disgust and fury
at the excesses of the Revolutionaries.

Bernardin de Saint-Pierre, a follower and student of
Jean-Jacques Rousseau, continued his career as a writer
through the 1790s. His two most influential works—Etudes
de la nature (Study of Nature) and Paul et Virginie—were
published before the Revolution, but his work continued
through the century. His output, though small, was influ-
ential in the Romantic movement with its ideas—simliar
to those found in Rousseau—of the essential goodness of
man.

In direct opposition to the views espoused by Saint-
Pierre and Rousseau was the controversial figure
Donatien-Alphonse-Francois de Sade. In his writing, de
Sade promoted the notion that all human behavior is
driven by debauchery, and that evil and lust propel actions.
Well into the twentieth century, de Sade’s work was banned
by censors, and he was imprisoned under both the ancien
régime and the Revolution. The pornographic La Philoso-
phie dans le boudoir (Philosophy in the Bedroom, 1795),
like much of de Sade’s writing, contained political com-
mentary. In the fifth dialogue of the novel (which was bro-
ken into seven dialogues), the reader finds a political tract
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entitled “Frangais, encore un effort si vous voulez étre répub-
licains” (Frenchmen! One more effort if you want to be-
come republicans). De Sade’s writing was particularly in-
fluential for the nineteenth-century Romantic poet
Alphonse-Marie-Louis de Prat de Lamartine.

Another author of the same period whose work was
considered by some to be marred by obscenity was
Nicolas-Edmé Restif de la Bretonne. Writing mainly about
ordinary people, with women central to his texts, Restif de
la Bretonne’s most important work was completed prior to
the Revolution. Monsieur Nicolas, however, was written in
1796-1797. Although not of a particularly high literary
standard, the novel is interesting because of the unique
view of life it offers the reader.

Drama flourished in Revolutionary France. In the
decade after 1789, 1,000 new plays were written. Revolution-
ary and patriotic in flavor, antireligion and antiaristocracy in
sentiment, not many were of particularly high quality. Popu-
lar in the early part of the Revolution was a play by Marie-
Joseph Chénier (brother of poet André Chénier), Charles IX
ou la Saint-Barthélemy (Charles IX, or Saint Bartholomew),
later retitled Charles IX ou I’Ecole de rois (Charles IX, or the
School of Kings). A five-act tragedy, Charles IX appealed to
the Revolutionaries with its theme of a corrupt monarchy.
The play fell out of favor during the Terror.

Sylvain Maréchal’s Jugement dernier des rois (Last
Judgment of Kings) was first staged in October 1793, at the
height of the Terror. The final scene depicted a volcano
erupting, blowing all the European monarchs and the pope
off the earth.

The plays of René-Charles Guilbert de Pixerécourt
were based on successful novels of the day. Pixerécourt’s
plays were melodramas, which was then a new style of
drama. His first success was with Victor ou I'Enfant de la
forét (Victor, or the Child of the Forest, 1797), followed by
the even more successful Caelina ou UEnfant du mystere
(Caelina, or the Child of Mystery, 1800). Both were based
on novels by Francois-Guillaume Ducray-Duminil.

Dramatist Népomucene Lemercier’s 1797 play in verse
Agamemnon was considered a stunning success by his con-
temporaries. Lemercier’s reputation persists, though, as the
creator of French historical comedy in Pinto ou la Journée
d’une conspiration (Pinto, or the Day of a Conspiracy,
1800), based on the revolution of 1640 that saw Spain
pushed out of Portugal.

Pierre-Augustin Caron de Beaumarchais, one of the
most significant French playwrights of the eighteenth cen-
tury, produced one play after 1789, a drama: L'Autre
Tartuffe, ou la Mere coupable (The Other Sanctimonious
Hypocrite, or the Guilty Mother, 1792). It did not, how-
ever, live up to his earlier comedies, such as Le Mariage de
Figaro (The Marriage of Figaro, 1784).

Supporter of the Revolution Ponce-Denis Ecouchard-
Lebrun’s poems were very much in vogue during the latter
part of the eighteenth century, but quickly faded to obscurity
in the nineteenth century. His most celebrated ode was Sur le
vaisseau “Le Vengeur” (On the Vessel Le Vengeur). It told a
story of a French man-of-war that was sunk in 1794 rather
than surrender to the British. His poetry had very little liter-
ary quality but tapped in to popular sentiments of the day.
The official coloring of Lebrun’s poetry is undeniable.

Denis Diderot’s posthumously published novel, Jacques
le fataliste, first appeared in German in 1792. It was another
four years before the French version was published. In
Jacques, Diderot flouted literary conventions in a style influ-
enced by Laurence Sterne’s Tristram Shandy (1759-1766). A
mix of forms, the uncertainty of the novel reflected the un-
certainty of the times in which it was published.

The novels of Pigault-Lebrun were extremely popular
around the turn of the century, and were widely read. Nov-
els such as L’Enfant du Carnaval (Child of the Carnival,
1792) and Monsieur Botte (1802) found a large audience,
and Pigault-Lebrun’s influence was felt by the Romantics
who followed him, who were inspired by his realistic writ-
ing style, which mirrored the confusion of everyday life.
Many of Pigault-Lebrun’s novels were set against a Revolu-
tionary backdrop, and they were filled with adventure and
excitement.

Also very popular around the turn of the century were
the novels of Madame “Sophie” Cottin. Cottin wrote five
novels, including Claire d’Alba (1799), which were senti-
mental and moralistic.

The early nineteenth century was not a particularly
high point in the production of French literature. Book
production and distribution was expensive, and sales were
comparatively low. In 1800 Bonaparte, then First Consul in
the Consulate government, tried to get literature moving
again in France. He assigned people such as Louis de
Fontanes and Joseph Joubert to encourage the production
of literature. Things did not change, though, until the July
Revolution of 1830, with its associated changes. A few writ-
ers, however, do stand out, both for their intrinsic interest
and for their influence on the Romantic movement.

Possibly one of the most influential writers of the pe-
riod, and definitely one of the most interesting, was Anne-
Louise-Germaine Necker, better known as Madame de Staél.
De Staél was exiled by Napoleon in 1803, 1806, and 1810.
She finally returned to Paris in 1814. She was both hated and
feared by Napoleon, who did not know how to deal with
women of genius. In the last years of the eighteenth century,
her salon was one of the most important in Paris.

De Staél wrote two novels, Delphine (1802) and
Corinne, ou Iltalie (1807). Both of these works presented
Revolutionary sympathies, and both offer models of femi-



nine determination. Although not implicitly protesting
Napoleon, de Staél did go against the French leader by
challenging his beliefs. This is most evident in Delphine,
where the story’s protagonist is extremely forward-
thinking in her attitudes. Women’s rights are supported
through the narrative, and religious bigotry is attacked.

The most important of de Staél’s works were De la lit-
térature considérée dans ses rapports avec les institutions so-
ciales (Literature Considered in Its Relationship with the
Social Institutions, 1800) and De I’Allemange (From Ger-
many, 1810). De la littérature was a work of literary criti-
cism that reviewed literature from different periods,
demonstrating that they reflected the notions of the soci-
ety in which they were produced. De ’Allemagne, another
work of literary criticism which was first published in
France in 1810 but which was seized and destroyed by po-
lice, was first released in Britain in 1813. De Staél empha-
sized the contrast between German and French literature.
She saw Classicism as being essentially non-French in
character, while she wrote that romance was essentially
French in character. Not only did de Staél help strengthen
the Romantic movement in France with such assertions,
but she also introduced French readers to a number of
German writers and philosophers who hitherto had been
unknown to the French.

Standing alongside of de Staél in terms of influence in
the Revolutionary and Napoleonic periods but with more
pure literary genius was Frangois René, vicomte de
Chateaubriand, a royalist who was exiled during the Revo-
lution. During his exile in England, Chateaubriand wrote
Les Natchez, a prose epic in twelve books that was not pub-
lished until 1826.

On returning to France in 1800, Chateaubriand soon
established his literary reputation with Atala, ou les Amours
de deux sauvages dans le désert (Atala, or the Love of Two
Savages in the Desert, 1801), a tale that was originally to be
part of Les Natchez. After abandoning the idea of publish-
ing Atala as part of Les Natchez, he planned on publishing
it as part of Le Génie du christianisme (The Genius of
Christianity), but also relinquished that idea, and pub-
lished Atala on its own. The short tale secured
Chateaubriand’s fame in his home country.

When Le Génie du christianisme was published in
1802, Roman Catholicism was just being reinstated as the
official religion of France, and the Christian apologetics
contained therein tapped in to a common emotion run-
ning through French society at the time. The publication
also gained favor with Bonaparte, whose support
Chateaubriand welcomed at first, but from which he later
turned away.

Within Le Génie was the tale of René, which was pub-
lished separately in 1805. René contained all the world-
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weariness and yearning that categorized the writings of the
early Romantic movement. A beautifully written work,
René handled the young style of Romanticism magnifi-
cently. At the turn of the century, de Staél and
Chateaubriand stood marking the change from the eigh-
teenth to nineteenth centuries, and the change from Classi-
cism to Romanticism as the dominant literary mode.

Chateaubriand’s Les Martyrs (1809) contained many
allusions to contemporary politics, and was as close as
many got to protest literature against the Napoleonic
regime. Set in the third century, Les Martyrs took the
form of a prose epic. Many have drawn similarities be-
tween Napoleon and Diocletian; fewer have drawn com-
parisons with Fouché, Napoleon’s chief of police, and Les
Martyrs’s vicious Hiérocles.

Joseph Joubert published extremely little during his
lifetime, but was considered very important and influential
in his role as philosopher and counselor to some of the pe-
riod’s foremost thinkers, including Chateaubriand. His
reputation as a critic was protected after editions of his
writings were published posthumously by Chateaubriand
in 1838. Although his literary output in the Revolutionary
and Napoleonic periods was negligible, the impact of his
thought on other writers of the time cannot be discounted.

Another forerunner of Romanticism was Etienne
Pivert de Senancour, whose Obermann (1804) inspired
many of the Romantics who followed. Unlike Chateau-
briand, though, Senancour’s Obermann was largely ig-
nored in the first few decades of the nineteenth century.
It was not until 1833 that it really came to the public’s at-
tention. Appearing under the title Aldomen in 1795,
Senancour’s work was confessional and written in the
style of letters. The melancholy that Senancour entwined
with his descriptions of nature make Obermann a precur-
sor to the Romantic movement. Although fault can be
found with the work, it also has very strong merits. Ober-
mann was a much more candid form of literature than
had been seen before, or would be seen for a considerable
time after.

Benjamin Constant’s Adolphe, written in 1807 and
published in 1816, can be constructed as a bridge between
the Classicists of the eighteenth century and the Romantics
of the nineteenth century. The novel, written by de Staél’s
longtime companion, combined the analysis of the Classi-
cists with the Romantic theme of the disunited self. More
important than the bridging quality of the novel, though,
is the fact that Adolphe was a predecessor of the modern
psychological novel.

What is considered by many to be the first good short
story of nineteenth-century French literature did not actu-
ally originate in France, but from within Russia. Xavier de
Maistre was a French novelist living in Russia. His story,
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Les Prisonniers du Caucase (Prisoners of the Caucasus,
1815), was considered something of a literary masterpiece.
The literature of the eighteenth century had been
dominated by Classicism. Reasoned, clear, and objective,
Classicism was focused away from the personal and toward
ideas of “taste” Romanticism rebelled against the reason
and will of Classicism, focusing instead on imagination
and feeling, and rejected the ideas of a limited imagina-
tion. Around the turn of the century, senses and emotions
in literature began to come into vogue. Melancholy,
dreams, and happiness were aligned with the natural
world. The political upheaval of the times and the unset-
tled nature of society at the time meant that French litera-
ture was set to head in a new direction. The returning émi-
grés added their newly broadened minds to this shift away
from the old guard. The novels of Chateaubriand and the
criticism of de Staél also directed this change to romance
being the dominant mode of French literature. Classicism
was too rigid to accommodate the emotions and feelings
that French writers felt the need to express. Although the
tull bloom of the Romantic movement did not come until
after Waterloo, its beginnings were important in Revolu-

tionary and Napoleonic France.
Shannon Schedlich-Day

See also Chateaubriand, Fran¢ois René, vicomte de;
Constant de Rebecque, Benjamin; Neoclassicism;
Romanticism; Staél, Mme Germaine de
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Empire-Building within Europe and Abroad

The Napoleonic era did not usher in the age of empire in
Europe, but the rise of nationalism and the need for in-
creased trade and raw materials during that era accelerated
the development of imperialist policies among the major
powers of the day. Though the Napoleonic Wars did hasten
the demise of some of the minor imperial states, they also
contributed to the expansion of empire for countries such
as Britain and Russia. Certain major powers such as Britain
were able to expand their empire abroad, while other states
attempted to enhance their territories within Europe.
Meanwhile, states such as France lost much of their exter-
nal empire, while many minor states of Europe were ab-
sorbed into the Great Powers of the Continent.

The French Revolution and the subsequent
Napoleonic Wars followed a period of intense imperial ri-
valry between France and Britain. By 1789, Britain had
dramatically expanded its empire (even with the loss of
those colonies that became the United States). Britain
emerged from the Seven Years’ War (1756-1763) and the
American Revolution (1775-1783) with new colonies in
India, Canada, and the Caribbean. France, meanwhile, lost
its Indian and North American colonies, but it retained the
richest of its Caribbean territories, including St.
Domingue, Martinique, and Guadeloupe. Significantly, the
French colonies in the Caribbean were twice the size of
their British counterparts and produced twice the revenue.

The Napoleonic Wars represented for the British an
opportunity to displace France from the Caribbean and
take control of its rich colonies. This expansion assured
British international economic hegemony and dominance
of world trade. With this end in view, when war com-
menced between France and Britain in February 1793, the
British immediately launched expeditions that captured
Martinique and Guadeloupe. As countries were conquered
or switched sides during the successive wars, the British
steadily gained new territories. For instance, at the Peace of
Amiens in 1802, the British restored the colonies taken



from the French, but they retained possession of the strate-
gic territories of Ceylon (formerly Dutch) and Trinidad
(formerly Spanish). When war resumed the next year, the
British were able to capture the last French trading post in
India. They later seized a number of colonies that were
part of the empires of minor European states under the
sway of Napoleon, including Holland. For example, in
1806 the British captured the Cape Colony in southern
Africa, and in 1811 they overran the Dutch East Indies.

While the British sought to expand their overseas em-
pire to support industrialization and strengthen com-
merce, they did not seek territory on the European conti-
nent. Instead, British policy was based on efforts to ensure
a rough balance of power among the major European
states. Even at the end of the Napoleonic Wars, the British
did not seek to dismember France, but to maintain its via-
bility as a check on the other imperial powers.

For France, the Napoleonic era was marked by di-
chotomous official and popular sentiment toward the
colonies. On the one hand, the tenets of the Revolution—
liberty, equality, and fraternity—were at odds with grand
notions of empire. On the other hand, the effort to export
these ideals, indeed to export the Revolution itself, led
French leaders to launch invasions and acquire new terri-
tory. As the Napoleonic Wars progressed, France also
found it increasingly important to promote its economic
interests by securing its existing colonies or by gaining new
ones in order to expand its markets. Military forces were
sent to retake Guadeloupe and Martinique and to launch
an invasion of St. Vincent.

One example that illustrates the contradictory nature
of French sentiments was the nation’s policy toward slav-
ery. Although the deputies of the National Assembly ini-
tially sought to reconcile the themes of the Declaration of
the Rights of Man and the Citizen with slavery, a slave re-
volt in Saint-Domingue in 1791 led the government to
abolish slavery three years later, in an effort to maintain
control of the territory. However, after Bonaparte became
First Consul, he restored the institution of slavery in
French colonies and launched a disastrous expedition to
quell the slave revolt. In 1804, Saint-Domingue became the
independent country of Haiti, though Bonaparte was able
to reestablish slavery in the other French colonies.

The French effort to develop a Continental empire
began as a result of policies to liberate the peoples of Eu-
rope from royal tyranny by destroying the Continent’s
monarchical system. The French desire to “republicanize”
the other states of Europe reflected a broad effort at a
supranational cultural and political revolution and a con-
current drive to protect France by establishing similar anti-
monarchical governments in neighboring states that
would no longer pose a threat to the Republic. It later con-
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tinued through efforts to actually end the war. Although
war began in 1792 as an effort to forestall a counterrevolu-
tionary incursion by Austria, within a year France was at
war with every major European power except Russia. Im-
perial temptations saved the nascent French Republic, as
Austria and Prussia, along with Russia, became distracted
by their 1793 partition of Poland (which was followed by
the 1795 partition, which eliminated Poland from the
map). While the monarchies were preoccupied, the Direc-
tory was able to draft a massive army of 700,000 and turn
the tide of the war.

In 1794, the French armies conquered and annexed
territories ranging from the Austrian Netherlands (Bel-
gium) to Mainz and Savoy. While the French marched to
“liberate” these new territories, the inhabitants of the
newly acquired regions soon realized that the French were
an occupying force. Instead of exporting the ideals of the
Revolution, France viewed these regions as resources to
support the Revolutionary government, as they essentially
became colonies. In 1795, French troops invaded Holland
and established the Batavian Republic as a “sister state” to
France, but the territory remained a satellite state instead.
In 1795, the Directory dispatched the young General
Napoleon Bonaparte to invade the Italian states as a means
of forcing Austria out of the war. Bonaparte placed new
territories under French control and forced the local citi-
zenry to pay taxes to support his armies.

The ability of the Directory to harness the growing na-
tionalism of the French people marked a major turning
point in the age of imperialism. As nationalism and impe-
rialism became intertwined, the emerging nation-states of
Europe, with their growing industrial bases, were able to
field larger and more powerful armies, albeit with weapons
largely unchanged in decades, but with ever-more-
sophisticated tactics. Efforts by various powers to enforce
trade blockades, especially against the French and British,
reinforced the need for states to secure sources for raw ma-
terials and markets for manufactured goods by establish-
ing colonies or gaining political authority over regions.

In 1798, French armies also invaded Switzerland and
the Papal States, and Bonaparte launched his abortive in-
vasion of Egypt. By this time, the Directory had adopted
ever-grander imperial aims to gain new territories, both to
support the French domestic economy and to establish
strategic bases to thwart the imperial ambitions of other
European states. For instance, the Egyptian expedition was
designed to restrict British access to India and to provide a
French presence in the eastern Mediterranean. The Direc-
tory also needed new territories to provide new markets
because of the ever-more-effective British naval blockade,
which prevented France from trading with its extra-
European colonies. Concurrently, however, the Directory
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faced growing discontent among its newly acquired terri-
tories in Europe. Belgium revolted against new conscrip-
tions, and other states chafed under French control.

In May 1804, the First Empire was proclaimed and
confirmed by a plebiscite. Subsequent constitutions made
Napoleon Emperor of France, and his coronation took
place on 2 December. In May 1805, he also crowned him-
self king of Italy. The ascension of Napoleon as Emperor
ended any real pretense of exporting the republicanism of
the French Revolution. From 1799 onward, Napoleon at-
tempted to develop an integrated European state system
under French suzerainty. He exported his civil and legal
codes and endeavored to establish civil authorities that
would be loyal to himself. He also restored some aspects of
the autocratic ancien régime, including its styles, to his
court.

After he became Emperor, Napoleon created 3,000 no-
bles in France (including a large number that had belonged
to the old regime). He aspired to rival the ancient Greek
and Roman empires and envisioned his modern
European-based Empire as a revival of the empire of
Charlemagne. In order to ensure the loyalty of conquered
territories, Napoleon placed members of his family or
trusted military officers on often newly created thrones to
rule monarchies that were subservient to Paris. The
Netherlands, for instance, was converted from the Batavian
Republic to the Kingdom of Holland under Napoleon’s
brother Louis, while his brother Joseph was first made the
king of Naples and later placed on the Spanish throne.
Other relatives and favored generals were given titles to
various duchies and provinces.

These territories and the institutions of French con-
trol throughout Europe were the manifestation of a re-
newed feudalism. The new monarchs were directly respon-
sible to Napoleon, and to him alone, as vassals had been to
feudal monarchs, and the Emperor used territorial con-
quest to reward family members and military subordi-
nates. He titled his creation “the Grand Empire.”

The power of the Royal Navy and the military success
he enjoyed on the Continent gradually lessened the appeal
of overseas colonies for Napoleon. In the aftermath of the
disastrous military expedition to recapture Haiti in 1803,
the Emperor decided to sell the secretly acquired (from
Spain) Louisiana Territory to the United States. Once war
resumed after the Peace of Amiens in 1803, the British
went on to capture the remaining French colonies in the
Western Hemisphere, including Guiana (Guyana), Guade-
loupe, Martinique, and several smaller islands.

Throughout the Napoleonic Wars, Spain retained its
major possessions in North America and the Caribbean.
However, its hold on these territories was tenuous at best
and subject to the vagaries of both internal colonial poli-

tics and the machinations of the international system. In
1793, its forces launched attacks on St. Domingue and
Spain offered freedom to slaves who rose in rebellion
against the French colonial government.

When Napoleon invaded Spain in 1808, the Spanish
colonies in South America refused to recognize Joseph
Bonaparte as king. They increasingly asserted their inde-
pendence and began trading with the British. Argentina
and Paraguay (as they later became known) launched revo-
lutions and became independent states. Other territories,
including Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, Mexico, and
Venezuela also revolted against Spanish rule. Although the
Crown was able to reassert its authority in these regions,
within a decade after the Napoleonic Wars, most of the
major Spanish colonies in South America had gained their
independence.

The Napoleonic Wars also hastened independence
movements in the Balkans. Napoleon was able to convince
the Ottoman Empire to go to war with Britain (1806—
1809) and with Russia (1806—1812). While the French Em-
peror sought to use the Turks to divert Russian forces, St.
Petersburg used the opportunity to encourage uprisings
against the Turks by groups such as the Serbs and the Ro-
manians. The Russians also sought to acquire territory
from the ailing Ottoman Empire. For instance, when war
broke out in 1806, the Russians invaded and captured the
Danubian provinces of Wallachia and Moldavia (portions
of the territories were returned to the Turks in 1812 as part
of a peace agreement).

Rebellion against the French in Spain in the Peninsu-
lar War demonstrated the risks of empire for the French
and began the process of Napoleon’s decline. Combined
British, Portuguese, and Spanish regular forces, together
with guerrillas were able to tie down French troops and in-
flict several humiliating defeats on the occupiers. By 1813
Joseph had been driven from Spain. This development
drew Austria back into war with France—already being
waged by Russia and Prussia—in the autumn of that year.

As the struggle raged in Spain, French efforts to
strengthen imperial rule in German-speaking areas cre-
ated tensions with Tsar Alexander I and led to Napoleon’s
greatest imperial gamble: the invasion of Russia. By 1812
Napoleon’s Empire was the greatest that Europe had seen
since the heyday of imperial Rome. France itself was
twice the size it had been in 1789, thanks to the annexa-
tion of territories, and vast areas of the Continent were
under the control of hand-picked kings or nobles loyal to
Napoleon. The French Emperor sought to secure legiti-
macy for his Empire by marrying the Archduchess Marie
Louise of Austria in 1810. Nevertheless, the other major
powers of Europe continued to seek the demise of the
French Empire.
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As Russia prepared to reenter the war, Napoleon
launched his greatest military invasion at the head of the
600,000 troops of the Grande Armée. His aim was not the
conquest of new territories, but to eliminate Russia as a
major enemy. The disaster of the campaign, combined
with British victories in Spain, led to the unraveling of the
Empire. As Napoleon sought to preserve his far-flung do-
minions, countries such as Prussia and Austria reentered
the war in 1813 in an effort to restore the old order and re-
capture lost provinces, or to simply gain new territories.

Through the winter of 1813-1814, the Allies sought to
agree on a common strategy and establish a coordinated
front against Napoleon. When the goals of the coalition
were finally agreed on, they reflected broad imperial aspi-
rations. Britain demanded and received assurances that it
would be given wide latitude in colonial settlements, in-
cluding the resolution of the fate of the Dutch colonies and
Malta. Austria would regain hegemony over northern Italy
and its former territories in the Balkans. Prussia and Aus-

tria would acquire territories from the German states. Rus-
sia sought territory in central and eastern Europe, particu-
larly in Poland. Finally, in return for his defection from
Napoleon, Bernadotte as king of Sweden would receive
Denmark and Norway.

As the Allied forces marched on Paris, Napoleon abdi-
cated. Under the terms of the Treaty of Fontainebleau (11
April 1814) and the Treaty of Paris (3 May 1814),
Napoleon was exiled to Elba with an income from France,
and Louis XVIII was installed as king. France was reduced
so that the nation retained only its borders of 1792. It lost
all of its empire, but skillful negotiating by Talleyrand se-
cured the retention of Savoy, Avignon, and parts of both
Belgium and the Rhineland. Britain made the most con-
cessions. It kept Malta, Ceylon, Cape Colony, and some
minor French colonies, but returned the main French and
Dutch possessions in return for the creation of an inte-
grated Dutch-Belgian state that the British hoped would be
able to deter future French aggression. By 1814, the British
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were paying massive subsidies to their allies, and even the
lure of greater empire was overcome by the temptation to
end the great fiscal drain on the treasury. The British ulti-
mately became more interested in maintaining the balance
of power on the Continent than in gaining widespread
minor colonies (although those they kept had great strate-
gic importance). The broader terms of the settlement were
left to be decided by the Congress of Vienna, which con-
vened in September 1814.

The Allies bickered among themselves as they divided
the French Empire. The most significant controversy arose
over how much territory Russia would gain in central Eu-
rope (it sought all of Poland). Austria and Britain found
themselves arrayed against Russia and Prussia (the latter of
which supported Russian claims on Poland in return for a
Russian pledge to turn Saxony over to Prussia). Talleyrand,
representing the restored French monarchy, allied France
with Austria and Britain, so that Russia only received a
portion of Poland and Saxony remained free of Prussian
domination.

During the Congress, Napoleon returned from exile,
in February 1815, and entered Paris as Louis XVIII fled.
His reign lasted about 100 days (hence, the period known
as the Hundred Days) before his final defeat at Waterloo.
Napoleon was exiled to the remote island of St. Helena,
while the Congress of Vienna finished reordering the map
of Europe. Publicly, the Congress sought to apply the
principle of legitimacy and restore the monarchs of the
ancien régime across Europe. Nonetheless, in those areas
where legitimacy collided with the imperial ambitions of
the major powers, the principle of legitimacy was ignored.
A reduced Poland was reincarnated as a kingdom with the
tsar as king. Other Polish territories, including Galicia,
went to Austria and Prussia. Austria’s borders were re-
stored, and it gained additional territories in Italy and
central Europe and the Balkans. Prussian territory was
also restored, and the kingdom received half of Saxony,
Saarland, Swedish Pomerania, and areas of the Rhineland
such as Cologne and Mainz. France was further reduced
to her 1789 borders and lost territory to Prussia, Holland,
Sardinia, and the Swiss Confederation. Finally, Belgium
and Holland were combined to form the Kingdom of the
Netherlands.

Napoleon’s efforts to rule German and Italian territo-
ries had led him to consolidate the myriad duchies, princi-
palities, and bishoprics of the regions into administrative
units. Thus, the German territories were reduced in num-
ber from 600 in 1789 to 39 in 1815, after the Vienna settle-
ment. The impact of his military campaigns and his civil
actions helped encourage nationalist sentiments, which
later manifested themselves in the creation of modern
states such as Germany and Italy, and in domestic support

for the expansion of empire among colonial powers such
as Britain and France. Increased nationalism and the con-
tinued drive for further markets launched a new wave of
imperialism in the nineteenth century, both in Europe and
abroad.

Tom Lansford
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Science, Exploration, and Technology

The French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars deeply in-
volved some of the most technologically and scientifically
advanced nations in the world, particularly France and
Britain. Science, exploration, and technology were all af-
fected by the needs of war. Two decades of war thus had a
strong effect on these fields in both countries, but it was in
France that the impact, first of the Revolution and then of
the reign of Napoleon, changed much in the way of science
was practiced. Since France led the world in science, these
changes in France affected the whole world.

War and Science

The longstanding connection between war and science in
the West intensified during the French Revolutionary and
Napoleonic era. Armed forces depended on scientific and
technological expertise in many areas. Different service
branches had different needs. One particularly marked by
dependence on science was the artillery, since it was vital
that guns be aimed correctly to inflict the most damage on
enemy forces. Mathematics had only a limited impact on
the actual practice of gunnery, which remained heavily in-
fluenced by rules of thumb and trial and error, but an ap-
preciation of the value of applying mathematics to the sci-
ence of gunnery did encourage armies to train their
artillery officers in this discipline. Armies and navies also
required scientifically educated men to satisfy the military
need for gunpowder. The chemist Antoine-Laurent
Lavoisier, a great scientific administrator, was the head of
the French commission on powders in the old regime
(1775-1783), meeting the needs of the American Revolu-
tionary War and later the vastly greater conflicts of the
French Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars.

The increasing professionalization of the officer corps
of the European powers, and later of the United States, led
to the integration of scientific training in military educa-
tion, particularly for the artillery. Their common mathe-
matical training helped form artillery officers into a cohe-
sive body. This cohesion was particularly important in the
French military, as the artillery officers held a socially infe-
rior position with respect to cavalry and infantry officers.
The ranking of students by their scores on mathematical
exams helped form the artillery’s meritocratic culture,
contrasting with other branches of the service where noble
birth was more important.

Navies were also heavily dependent on science. In ad-
dition to the complex problems of firing guns effectively
from ships rather than stationary platforms, navigation re-
quired a sophisticated knowledge of astronomy and math-
ematics. The world’s leading navy, Britain’s Royal Navy, re-
quired that its navigators be schooled in the method of
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lunar distances, which relied on careful observations of the
moon to determine a ship’s longitude, a method developed
in the eighteenth century. Cartography was also necessary
to navies. The increasingly global wars of the eighteenth
century had put a military premium on worldwide carto-
graphic and hydrographic knowledge. Efforts to form a
more complete and exact knowledge of the world’s seas
and coasts were frequently and increasingly linked with
navies. Captain James Cook’s voyages earlier in the century
had begun a tighter, although not totally harmonious, rela-
tionship between British exploration and the Admiralty,
one that became even closer during the Revolutionary and
Napoleonic Wars. The leading hydrographer in late
eighteenth-century Britain, Alexander Dalrymple, left his
post at a private trading concern, the East India Company,
to become the hydrographer to the Admiralty when the
post was founded in 1795.

The Pacific was the most active site of oceanic explo-
ration, particularly as expeditions were driven by imperial
competition between Britain, France, the Netherlands,
Spain, and Russia. The most active nations in Pacific explo-
ration before the French Revolution were France and
Britain. The Royal Navy expelled their French rivals from
the high seas during the Revolutionary and Napoleonic
Wars and continued Pacific exploration, sending George
Vancouver to map the northwestern coast of North Amer-
ica from 1790 to 1795 and Matthew Flinders in the Investi-
gator to circumnavigate Australia and examine its natural
history from 1801 to 1805. Spain had lagged behind
Britain and France, but by the late eighteenth century was
attempting both to catch up scientifically and to assert its
power over its North American colonies with a mission
under the naval officer Alejandro Malaspina, which sur-
veyed the Pacific coast of North America up to Nootka
Sound in 1792. Continental exploration, such as America’s
Lewis and Clark Expedition of 1804 to 1806, also had mili-
tary implications and drew on military talent.

Science and Technology during

the French Revolution

Eighteenth-century French science, under the leadership
of Paris’s Royal Academy of Sciences, had led the world.
The French Revolution had effects both creative and de-
structive on French science. In addition to causing the
death of several leading scientists, the Revolution ended
the existence of most French scientific institutions, most
notably the Royal Academy. However, it gave birth to sev-
eral other institutions and advanced the careers of many
other scientists and engineers who then went on to main-
tain French predominance in science into the Napoleonic
era. French scientists and engineers generally supported
the Revolution in its early stages, hoping for social and
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political reform along Enlightenment lines. No prominent
French scientist joined the royalist emigration, and the
technically trained artillery officers were more likely to
support the Republic than infantry or cavalry officers. The
Revolution, even in its most violent phases, was a high-
water mark in the involvement of scientists, engineers,
and mathematicians in politics. Several, including the
marquis de Condorcet, Lavoisier, the biologist Jean-
Baptiste Lamarck, and the mathematician Gaspard
Monge, were active in a moderate revolutionary group,
the Society of 1789. The most prominent scientists to be
victims of the French Revolution included Lavoisier, exe-
cuted for his pre-Revolutionary role as a tax farmer; Con-
dorcet, who committed suicide rather than be brought be-
fore the Revolutionary tribunal; and the astronomer
Jean-Sylvain Bailly, who reached the high positions of
president of the National Assembly and mayor of Paris be-
fore being guillotined in the Terror.

Not all politically active scientists had careers that
ended so disastrously. Lazare Carnot, later known as the
Organizer of Victory, sat as one of the twelve-man body
that ruled France during the Terror, the Committee of
Public Safety, as did his fellow military engineer, Prieur de
la Marne (Pierre Louis Prieur). Monge and the chemists
Antoine-Francois Fourcroy and Louis Bernard Guyton de
Morveau also served at the higher levels of the Revolution-
ary government.

The havoc the Revolution wrought among France’s
traditional scientific institutions was less because they were
scientific than because they were inextricably associated
with the old regime and “aristocratic” culture and society.
Jean-Paul Marat, a physician and minor experimental
physicist specializing in optics before the Revolution, had
been trying to storm the barriers of the Royal Academy of
Sciences for years. As a Revolutionary politician, Marat at-
tacked the Academy viciously, and many agreed that it,
along with the other royal academies, needed reorganiza-
tion or suppression in the new France. The Royal Academy
was suppressed on 8 August 1793. Eventually, a reorga-
nized Academy of Science was established as the first sec-
tion of the Institute of France, founded in 1795 under the
more conservative rule of the Directory.

The financial costs of war and revolution also weak-
ened French scientific institutions. Before its abolition, the
Royal Academy had to abandon a project to build a large
reflecting telescope to compete with that of the English as-
tronomer William Herschel, and donate the money col-
lected to the Convention. (Of course, British science also
suffered from the costs of war. The government, desperate
for cash, introduced a new tax on glass, devastating the op-
tical industry and contributing to Britain’s loss of the lead
in scientific instrument-making to Germany in the early

nineteenth century.) Important scientific periodicals, such
as the Journal des Savants and Lavoisier’s Annals de Chemie
were also forced to shut down for lack of resources. But
French military success also strengthened French science,
as victorious commanders sent back to Paris collections of
scientific artifacts and instruments from conquered lands.
In 1795, for example, the Dutch stadtholder’s collection be-
came one of the largest of the many natural history collec-
tions sent back to the Museum of Natural History in Paris
(founded in 1793 at the location of the former Royal
Botanical Gardens) by the conquering French armies.

The major medical associations such as the medical
faculties of the universities of Paris and Montpellier, the
Royal Society of Medicine, and the Royal Academy of Sur-
geons were also eliminated in the Revolution as bastions of
monarchism and aristocratic privilege. Medically, sur-
geons, with their more pragmatic approach, were the gain-
ers over theoretically minded physicians, as the distinction
between the two professions ceased to exist. Physicians,
who held actual medical degrees, constituted the more se-
nior of the two types of doctors. Surgeons often did not
have the benefit of formal training and generally knew
considerably less about medicine, apart from the practice
of amputation. The intellectual center of French medicine
shifted from the colleges, academies, and universities to the
hospitals, particularly the Paris Hospital, which the Revo-
lution removed from the control of the church and placed
in the hands of the medical profession. The most impor-
tant medical scientist in evolutionary Paris, Marie-
Francois-Xavier Bichat, had a career associated with hospi-
tals, not universities. His central theoretical innovation was
the substitution of the membrane or tissue for the organ as
the fundamental unit in the analysis of health and disease.

The new institutions founded by the Revolutionaries
were mainly for applied science, technology, and medicine.
Among the most important of these institutions were the
Institute, the Museum of Natural History, and the Ecole
polytechnique, founded in 1794, which under the leader-
ship of Monge became Europe’s leading center of mathe-
matics, the foundation of French mathematical supremacy.
The Ecole polytechnique was increasingly devoted to mili-
tary training, culminating in the outright militarization of
the school by Napoleon in 1804.

Scientific Exploration on Bonaparte’s

Egyptian Expedition

The most elaborate work of exploration and science un-
dertaken by Revolutionary France under military auspices
took place during Bonaparte’s expedition to Egypt. Bona-
parte, a science enthusiast, was able to bring about the es-
tablishment of the Commission of Arts and Sciences to
accompany his army. The most prominent among the



many scientists who accompanied Bonaparte included the
chemist Claude-Louis Berthollet (already acquainted with
Bonaparte, as he had accompanied him on the Italian
campaign and helped locate the most important Italian
cultural and scientific treasures to send back to Paris), the
zoologist Etienne Geoffroy Saint-Hilaire, the geologist
Dodat de Dolomieu, and the mathematicians Monge and
Joseph Fourier. All the leading scientific institutions of
Revolutionary France—the Institute of France, the Ecole
Polytechnique, the Museum of Natural History, and the
Paris Observatory—were represented on the commission,
as well as engineers, surveyors, draftsmen, and students of
Oriental languages. The membership of the commission
totaled 167 on the eve of departure.

In Egypt, members of the commission worked pri-
marily on projects benefiting the French occupation. The
language experts served as interpreters or supervised the
printing of Napoleon’s proclamations in Arabic, the engi-
neers adapted Egyptian infrastructure to French needs, and
the medical men set up facilities and treated the many
stricken by heat or disease. These immediate practical tasks
were not the sole reason for the presence of so many sa-
vants, however. Napoleon promoted the setting up of an In-
stitute of Egypt, on the model of the Institute of France. It
was divided into four sections—mathematics, physics (in-
cluding chemistry, medicine, and zoology), political econ-
omy, and literature and art, all of which were filled by
French scholars rather than Egyptians. Each section was
supposed to have twelve members, but was actually smaller.
The first meeting of the Institute of Egypt took place on 23
August 1798. Bonaparte, a member of the mathematical
section, proposed that the institute concentrate on prob-
lems such as improving Egyptian baking and purifying the
waters of the Nile, as well as improving the Egyptian legal
and educational system. The scholars of the expedition per-
formed extensive fieldwork, of which the most notable
product was the discovery of the Rosetta Stone, which even-
tually led to the deciphering of ancient Egyptian hiero-
glyphics. Egypt was surveyed for the first time according to
European techniques, resulting in more accurate maps.
Natural historians collected a huge variety of fossils, plants,
birds, fish, and other animals unknown to European sci-
ence. Particularly interesting were the mummified remains
of ancient animals. The Institute’s proceedings and the
works of its scholars filled the pages of the French occupa-
tion’s periodical, La Decade Egyptienne.

Many of the expedition’s savants, after the first excite-
ment of discovery had faded, longed to return to France.
This occurred when British control of the Mediterranean
made the French position untenable and the army in Egypt
surrendered in 1801. Saint-Hilaire became a hero of
French science by preserving the specimens collected by
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the expedition from falling into British hands as the
French were forced to leave. The savants’ work was com-
memorated in the twenty-three volume Description of
Egypt, begun with French government sponsorship in 1803
and published from 1809 to 1826. This scientific classic
was the textual basis of the Western study of Egypt through
the nineteenth century.

Science in the Napoleonic Period

Napoleon’s rule over France supported and maintained
French international scientific dominance. In part this was
due to Napoleon’s continued support of Revolutionary
scientific institutions, such as the Ecole Polytechnique, the
Museum of Natural History, and the Institute of France,
as well as Napoleon’s own enthusiasm for, and personal
patronage of, science. Napoleon, trained in mathematics
as an artillery officer, enjoyed the company of scientists,
preferring them to literary people, whom he viewed as po-
litically unreliable. He took pride in his membership in
the Institute of France, to which he was elected in 1797,
and took an active part in its deliberations, attending
meetings and serving on committees. He even signed
some of his military dispatches as “Member of the Insti-
tute.” However, he stopped attending Institute meetings in
1802, after he attained the position of Consul for Life. Sci-
ence was not only useful to Napoleon as a military com-
mander, but restoring the primacy of Paris in the interna-
tional scientific community was also testimony to his
personal glory.

As a patron of science, Napoleon worked through and
expanded the traditional eighteenth-century method of
prize competitions, announcing a huge prize of 60,000
francs for discoveries in electricity comparable to those of
Benjamin Franklin and Alessandro Volta, whom he tried to
lure to Paris. (Napoleon’s prizes had the advantage over
many prizes of the period in that they were not merely
awarded but actually paid.) This prize was never awarded,
but a smaller one was granted to the British chemist
Humphry Davy. Awarding a prestigious and lucrative prize
to a foreigner was not exceptional, as Napoleon, like previ-
ous French rulers, believed that one effective way to ad-
vance French science to lure outstanding foreign scientists
to Paris and encouraging them to settle. Napoleon also
continued the Revolutionary policy of ransacking foreign
scientific collections to send them back to Paris, and raised
scientists’ social prestige by granting them titles of nobility
or membership in orders of chivalry.

The scientists Napoleon liked were apolitical, more
concerned with advancing science, technology, and French
military power than with social and cultural reform in the
Enlightenment tradition. Napoleon encouraged French
scientists to think in nationalistic terms, rather than seeing
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themselves as part of an international scientific commu-
nity, a task made considerably easier by the near-constant
state of war. Several leading scientists played important
roles in his regime, particularly in his vast reorganization
of French education. The physicist and mathematician
Pierre-Simon Laplace, after a brief and unsuccessful period
as minister of the interior, received the largely honorary
but lucrative position of chancellor of the French Senate.
Berthollet, probably Napoleon’s closest friend among
French scientists, was a senator, was made a count of the
Empire, was paid 150,000 francs to clear his debts in 1807,
and received a pension enabling him to support himself
and his scientific activities.

As with previous French regimes, Napoleon hoped
that science could contribute to economic development.
For example, he planned a system of institutions to train a
hundred chemists in improved means of extracting sugar
from sugar beets, hoping to make France self-sufficient in
sugar and end its dependence on cane sugar imported
from the Caribbean, vulnerable to the Royal Navy.
(Napoleon fell from power before these institutions were
set up, and France went back to importing cane sugar.) He
also encouraged the development of a French manufactur-
ing sector that he hoped would eclipse that of Britain,
which was undergoing its Industrial Revolution. (Al-
though the technology of the Industrial Revolution, such
as the improved steam engine, had curiously few direct
military applications, the economic power it brought
Britain was essential to its war effort.)

Despite Napoleon’s emphasis on the services scientists
could do for the state, scientific internationalism was not
wholly eliminated under the Empire. A leader in maintain-
ing scientific communication between Britain and France
during the entire period was Sir Joseph Banks, president of
Britain’s Royal Society, its leading scientific organization,
from 1778 to his death in 1820. His diplomatic nature and
connections with the British government and military,
along with French respect for him, enabled Banks to main-
tain scientific communication between the two countries,
as well as on occasion to procure the release of British sa-
vants held by the French and Frenchmen held by his own
government.

Ironically, Napoleon’s preference for apolitical scien-
tists meant that many he favored quickly reconciled them-
selves with the new regime after his fall. Even Berthollet
signed the Act of Deposition of 1814, and Laplace voted in
the Senate for Napoleon’s exile to St. Helena.

William E. Burns
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The Economic Background of the French
Revolutionary and Napoleonic Wars

The eighteenth century was a time of dramatic change in
the economy of Europe, so much so that it is often referred
to as revolutionary. Ironically, many of the structures,
ideas, and systems that characterized these revolutions
were not new, but had their roots in preceding centuries.
The revolutionary nature of the changes of the eighteenth
century involved the application and intensification of
these systems on an unprecedented scale.

European rulers realized that they had a vested interest
in increasing the economies of their respective countries.
Prosperity contributed to political stability and to tax cof-
fers. In the early modern period, a number of ideas about
how governments could increase growth, especially
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through trade, floated around Europe, and historians have
grouped them all under the umbrella term mercantilism.
The basic tenet of mercantilism is that there is a fixed
amount of wealth in the world, usually measured in specie,
or gold and silver coins. If a country wishes to gain more
specie, it has to do so at the expense of other countries.
These ideas promoted aggressive tactics, including trade
wars such as the four Anglo-Dutch wars of the seventeenth
century, aimed at forcibly taking over profitable trade
routes, ships, and market. They also encouraged control
over imports and exports. Too many imports meant that
specie was leaving the country, so very high tariffs, or taxes
on imports, were the order of the day. To promote exports,
rulers used monopolies, special privileges, and tarift pro-
tection to encourage domestic industries that produced
goods for export.

While mercantilists focused on trade, the Physiocrats
(French economists and philosophers whose theories
rested on the basis that the origin of all wealth could be
traced to agriculture) believed that the most natural and
productive source of economic growth was not industry or
trade, but agriculture. By their logic, trade simply moved
goods around, and industry merely took already existing
parts and put them together; neither created anything re-
ally new. In agriculture, a single small seed could produce
bushels of wheat. In order to realize this potential, farmers
needed to be free to pursue cultivation in the best possible
ways, and so all the restrictions they faced needed to be re-
moved. Using a medical metaphor, the Physiocrats based
their system on the idea of balance, arguing that each part
of the social “body” had to be free to develop on its own
terms, lest it disturb the natural working order of all its
parts. In eastern European countries such as Prussia and
Austria, the doctrine of cameralism adopted elements of
both philosophies, emphasizing the importance of both
agricultural and industrial development, while seeking a
balance between the interests of the state and the well-
being and best interests of its citizens.

Despite these noble theories, rulers employed mercan-
tilism and cameralism first and foremost because they
needed money. Before the eighteenth century, most Euro-
pean states raised money in similar ways. The monarch
was usually a large landowner and would use the proceeds
from the royal lands as state funds. There were also cus-
tomary tax arrangements, usually not applicable to the
highest ranks of society, the nobility, or the clergy. Without
large bureaucracies to help them, rulers found their tax
systems difficult, if not impossible to adjust, and taxes
themselves nearly as difficult to collect. Rulers could also
acquire revenue from providing special services, contracts,
or privileges. When these efforts failed, they usually re-
sorted to forced loans from wealthy citizens. Trade could

be an especially lucrative source of income, as it was not
usually covered by long-standing traditional arrange-
ments. Rulers sold monopolies on trade in certain areas or
in certain goods and heavily taxed imports and exports.
Despite rising trade, European rulers found themselves
chronically short of cash. Warfare was increasingly expen-
sive, and states that found themselves nearly continually at
war also faced the largest deficits.

The first country to radically alter state finance was
the Dutch Republic. The newly created United Provinces of
the Netherlands was a republic, not a monarchy, so their fi-
nancial system relied on a system of credit and taxation
used by the town governments. Under this system, excise
taxes were levied on the consumption of goods, such as
wine and paper. These taxes brought in more, and more
stable, income than the traditional system of taxes on
property or wealth, and they were somewhat easier to col-
lect. As an additional benefit, they applied to all segments
of society and exemption was the exception, not the rule,
even for the elite. The towns also issued municipal bonds,
which permitted them to borrow money against future tax
revenues. A bond was simply a loan to the government on
the part of its purchaser, in return for which the govern-
ment paid the bondholder interest. Because the towns of
Holland had built up a sterling reputation for good credit,
the bonds were considered a secure investment. Through
issuing bonds, the young republic could borrow more
money, at lower interest rates, and for longer terms than
the much larger monarchies around them. The Dutch then
used the income from the interest to become great foreign
investors. Even after Dutch economic might waned, Am-
sterdam reigned as the financial capital of Europe.

By the eighteenth century, the Dutch had been
dragged into so many wars that their debt, once a source of
strength, had become a source of weakness. Much of their
state budgets had to be devoted to debt servicing and re-
duction. The government avoided bankruptcy by raising
taxes, but this made the prices of their goods relatively high
and affected their competitiveness in trade. Another coun-
try, however, was able to use their innovations more effec-
tively—England. In 1688, William of Orange, a leading
Dutch nobleman, became king of England through his
marriage to Mary Stuart. He brought with him a wealth of
knowledge about Dutch finance. By the end of the century,
the English had transformed their finances along Dutch
lines, established a central banking system with more ex-
tensive lending powers than its Dutch counterpart, intro-
duced the use of paper currency, and streamlined their fis-
cal operations. Along with a supportive Parliament, the
government parlayed this financial revolution into politi-
cal and military success in the eighteenth century. The
French lagged behind in reforming their state finances,
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which ultimately became one of the causes of the French
Revolution.

The expansion of trade, finance, and industry in the
eighteenth century receive a great deal of attention from
scholars. It is easy to forget, however, that for most Euro-
peans, life did not differ much from what it had been for
hundreds of years. The majority of Europeans, approxi-
mately three out of every four, were peasants and worked
in agriculture. Most owned some land of their own, but
often worked the land of others as well. Their lives were
dominated by a struggle to feed themselves and their
families.

Agricultural practices did change during the period,
especially in relatively advanced areas such as England and
the Netherlands. The most significant changes were not, on
the surface, spectacular, but they did contribute to in-
creased harvest ratios and greater security for agricultural
workers. Since the Middle Ages, farmers customarily di-
vided their fields into two parts. One half was cultivated,
usually with wheat or other grains, and the other was left
fallow, or uncultivated, so that the soil could recover nutri-
ents. Introduced in the seventeenth century, three-course
crop rotation divided fields into three parts, cultivating
two and leaving one fallow. This increased production sim-
ply by putting more land into use, but farmers then began
to experiment with other crops in addition to wheat. The
cultivation of oats and rye allowed farmers to own more
livestock and horses. With these new crops, it also became
possible for the motivated peasant (it required consider-
ably more work) to get rid of fallow land altogether by
using manure to fertilize the soil. An entire science of agri-
culture developed, complete with journals and treatises,
which were eagerly read by rulers and farmers alike.

In England, the effects were especially dramatic. In
1700, over 20 percent of English croplands lay fallow each
season. By 1871, that figure had dropped to only 4 percent.
Innovators such as Jethro Tull (mechanical seed drill) and
Charles Townshend (turnips) were credited with develop-
ing new tools and methods to increase agricultural effi-
ciency. Perhaps more importantly, the British government
passed the first Enclosure Act in 1710. Prior to enclosures,
the fields in large farms had been divided into small strips
and parceled out to numerous peasants, who might own
multiple strips spread throughout the property. The peas-
ants also had rights to use designated areas for pasture. En-
closure laws permitted land owners to enclose all of their
lands into larger and more efficient farming units, but at
the expense of peasant ownership. By 1810, Parliament had
passed over 1,000 such acts.

The new practices spread slowly and sporadically, ar-
riving latest in parts of France, Spain, and eastern Europe.
Their effects were remarkable. By significantly raising the

fertility of the soil, they made food more plentiful, and the
new crops, especially root crops such as turnips and
legumes such as peas, alfalfa, and beans, contributed to
better and more varied diets for the peasants and their ani-
mals. After a long period of slow or negative growth, the
population of Europe began to rise slowly and, after 1750,
quite rapidly. In Britain, population nearly doubled.

In agriculture, the eighteenth century witnessed the
more rapid dissemination of techniques that were largely
already known. The same can perhaps be said of trade, as
the European trading system came into existence in the
sixteenth century and was well established by the seven-
teenth. In the eighteenth century, trade, like agriculture,
intensified, propelled by state governments looking to in-
crease their share of the wealth of the world. New products
created new opportunities, and those countries content to
rest on their laurels found themselves left behind by the in-
creased competition.

Overseas trade was not the only kind of trade that Eu-
ropeans engaged in profitably. Countries such as Britain
and the Netherlands took advantage of good systems of in-
ternal navigation to sell more to the populations within
their own borders. The British also promoted trade on
their island and across their colonial empire by removing
all obstacles to the free movement of goods and people.
The French followed suit, instituting a tariff union known
as the Five Great Farms, which eradicated many of the tolls
and other taxes that had hampered the distribution of
goods. Trade around Europe also accelerated. Historians
have often overlooked the importance of the increase in
domestic and European trade, perhaps because it seemed
so unexciting when compared to the amazing exploits of
overseas traders.

Long-distance trade was still expensive and risky in
the eighteenth century, though the development of mar-
itime insurance served as a cushion. Still, potential profits
needed to be high in order to justify investments in trading
ventures. Most trade was instigated for luxury items that
were in short supply and high demand, especially by
wealthy consumers. Silk, silver, pepper, and other spices
had enticed Europeans to begin to exploit trade in Asia and
Spanish America. Enormous profits justified the creation
of armed fleets to forcibly acquire territory and to build
fortresses, called factories, to protect merchants. As more
countries became involved in trade and the production of
goods, however, profits fell. By the late seventeenth cen-
tury, the price on pepper had fallen more than 80 percent.
For most trading companies, it was no longer worth it.

Because of their considerable investment in infra-
structure, merchants found it to their advantage to try to
find new, more profitable products. In the eighteenth cen-
tury, those products were tobacco, sugar, tea, and coffee. It
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is no coincidence that the three most sought-after prod-
ucts of the eighteenth century were all addictive sub-
stances. This ensured their salability in Europe, and as the
prices fell, these products became available to more and
more people. Profit margins became less spectacular, but
larger markets with nearly guaranteed repeat consumers
lowered risks. As European populations in most colonies
grew, governments introduced protectionist acts that re-
quired them to buy goods from the home country, another
source of security.

Europeans took advantage of their central position in
a world economic system to exploit new opportunities.
Sugar, for example, required even greater investment than
earlier products because it had to be grown, cut, and har-
vested, which required considerable amounts of semi-
skilled labor, and then processed, which required building
refineries. The Portuguese discovered sugar in Asia and
tried to grow it in Europe, but they found cultivators un-
willing to switch over to the new crop. Instead, they began
to cultivate sugar in their colony of Brazil and to import
slave labor from Africa, as the natives also proved to be un-
suited to the hard labor of sugar production. Attracted by
the high profits the Portuguese earned from sugar, other
countries jumped into the fray. By the eighteenth century,
the Dutch had instituted sugar production in Demerara,
France in St. Domingue, the British in Jamaica and Barba-
dos, and the Spanish in Cuba. In each place, they set up
large plantations and imported slave labor, which greatly
accelerated the slave trade. Between 1700 and 1786, over
600,000 Africans were brought to Jamaica alone. Sugar be-
came a significant export, especially for the British. From
1713 to 1792, Britain exported over £162 million worth of
goods from its islands; nearly all of it was sugar. As more
countries produced sugar, its price began to fall. Looking
for new sources of profit, the Dutch turned to coffee,
which they began to grow in the East Indies, especially on
the island of Java, and the British to tea, which they grew in
India. There were also early experiments with chinaware
and cotton, the latter providing a boost to industrial
changes.

In the seventeenth century, trade, especially trade to
Asia, belonged to the Dutch, who enjoyed their Golden
Age. Though still wealthy in the eighteenth century, they
became more content to hold on to their gains, and their
tactics were, overall, less aggressive and more conservative.
The Dutch East India Company was still quite profitable,
and many other countries emulated its organization as a
joint stock company, a private, limited liability organiza-
tion that enjoyed government support. While most of
these companies failed, the French and British East India
companies gained strength (and money) from following
the Dutch model. The British used their leverage to control

trade in the Americas and India, and the French used theirs
to control trade in Europe and the Middle East. Given that
they held roughly equal shares in the overall volume of
trade, it is no surprise that the two countries participated
in frequent wars against each other, each hoping to gain at
the expense of the other.

Trade, especially in the Atlantic world, was an impor-
tant motor for growth in industry, and export industries
showed the greatest increases in production and were the
first to be revolutionized. Also, of course, as every history
of the Industrial Revolution makes clear, there were a
number of spectacular inventions—the steam engine,
mechanized spinning, and the iron smelting process—
that led to dramatic increases in the production of goods,
especially cotton textiles, and similarly dramatic changes
in the organization of work, such as the development of
the factory.

Because of what occurred in later centuries, it is easy
to overestimate the impact of these changes on the econ-
omy of the eighteenth century. Even in Britain, the effects
were not significant until the latter half of the century and
even then only a minority of the population worked in in-
dustry, though the percentage continued to rise.

At the end of the seventeenth century, the French fi-
nance minister Jean-Baptiste Colbert, inspired by a mer-
cantilist desire to increase exports, began an ambitious
program of industrial development and expansion.
Though he was not entirely successful, French industrial
production was still larger than England’s, despite the fact
that it was centered on handicraft production, usually car-
ried out in homes or shops and not factories. Industrial
production rose in pockets across Europe, usually organiz-
ing workers to perform different steps toward the creation
of a finished product, a process that historians have termed
proto-industrialization.

By the end of the century, English production far out-
stripped its competitors, and this success translated into
enormous wealth in the future. Many historians have pon-
dered the secrets of their success and, conversely, the failure
of other countries to achieve the same results. Certainly,
their success provoked a great deal of jealousy. The British
guarded their industrial secrets more closely than their
military ones, but continental rulers lured British engi-
neers and skilled workers to their countries, conspired to
steal blueprints and other pertinent information, and tried
to limit the import of British goods—all to practically no
avail before the nineteenth century.

While there are many reasons for British success, two
factors stand out in relation to her closest rivals, France
and the Netherlands. Like the British, the Dutch under-
went an agricultural revolution. In the seventeenth cen-
tury, the proportion of Dutch agricultural workers was the
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lowest in Europe. Their rates of urbanization, literacy, and
innovation were all quite advanced. They had several com-
petitive industrial sectors as well, including textiles, ship
building, and sugar refining. By the eighteenth century,
however, Dutch industry suffered severely from the inabil-
ity to export their products to most of Europe because of
high tariffs. Also, Dutch prominence had evoked jealousy,
and its trading rivals engaged in nearly continuous war-
fare, which the republic, despite its advanced financial sys-
tem, could ill afford. The Dutch government lacked the
ability and the will to support the promotion of its trade
and industry as effectively as larger states.

France was the largest state in Europe, in size and pop-
ulation, and throughout most of the century possessed the
largest industrial output. The French state was dedicated to
supporting economic growth in trade and industry, and
was not afraid to use its large army to protect economic in-
terests. The French did not lack in state protection, but
they were far behind the revolutionary changes that had
propelled Dutch and British success. France did not have
the equivalent of Enclosure Acts, and the average French
farm was very small, and so less suited to commercial agri-
culture. Despite the burdens of the feudal system, they
were understandably reluctant to leave them and pursue
opportunities in other sectors. They had also failed to rev-
olutionize their tax system while still engaging in costly
wars. State action was hindered by mounting debt and po-
litical unrest, which ultimately led to a complete change in
government. The Revolutionary government changed the
structure of land ownership, favoring small producers even
more than before, but constant food shortages contributed
to rampant inflation, which the government found itself
relatively powerless to address. For the eighteenth century
as a whole, it might be said that the Dutch had a financial
revolution, the British had an industrial revolution, and
the French had a political revolution.

Laura Cruz
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Abensberg, Battle of (20 April 1809)

Napoleon’s opening advance in his counterattack against
the Austrian army under Archduke Charles in Bavaria in
April 1809. Based at Abensberg 25 kilometers southwest of
Ratisbon, Napoleon directed two forces, a provisional
corps under Marshal Jean Lannes toward Rohr and a
Rheinbund force (that is, a force from the Confederation
of the Rhine) under Marshal Francois Lefebvre toward
Schweinbach, striking the weakest point in the Austrian
line and splitting it in two. The Austrian left wing led by
Feldmarschalleutnant Johann Hiller withdrew on Land-
shut, leaving the main force under Charles south of Re-
gensburg. Napoleon headed for Landshut, while Marshal
Louis Davout turned east to engage Charles.

The main Austrian advance (III, IV, and I Reserve
Korps) into Bavaria had stalled at Teugn-Hausen on 19
April with three Korps extended southward to protect the
western flank. That evening, Napoleon planned to coun-
terattack across a wide front with the intention of envelop-
ing his opponent’s army. Assuming that the Austrian army
would retreat southward, pressured by Davout, the French
emperor formed a provisional corps under Lannes (ele-
ments of III Corps and the French reserve light and heavy
cavalry), which was sent east from Abensberg toward Rohr
to cut the Austrian line of communications, while a com-
bined Bavarian-Wiirttemburg force would intercept any
forces reaching the Grosse Laaber river crossings on the
road south to Landshut, toward where Marshal André
Masséna with IV Corps was marching.

In the late morning, Lannes approached Bachl, forcing
Generalmajor Joseph Freiherr von Pfanzelter’s small flank
force from the Austrian III Korps eastward. The 1st and
3rd Bavarian Divisions with Joseph-Laurent Demont’s re-
serve division headed for Offenstetten and around 10:00
AM., defeated Generalmajor Ludwig Ritter von Thierry’s
small detachment, forcing him back on Bachl as Lannes
approached from the north. Thierry hastily withdrew to
Rohr, which he reached at 2:00 p.M., but its defenders, Feld-
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marschalleutnant Vincenz Freiherr von Schustekh-Herve’s
small contingent from V Korps, could do nothing to halt
Lannes. The French provisional corps chased the Austrian
troops south to the Grosse Laaber crossing at Rottenburg,
where they engaged Hiller’s VI Korps from 4:30 p.M. until
nightfall but failed to cross the river. Meanwhile, the Wiirt-
temberg contingent and the Bavarian 2nd Division di-
rected by Lefebvre and reinforced by General Jean-Victor
Baron Tharreau’s cavalry from Marshal Nicolas Oudinot’s
IT Corps had attacked the right flank of Archduke Ludwig’s
V Korps on the Abens river crossing at Biburg. Neverthe-
less, Generalmajor Vincenz Freiherr von Bianchi’s brigade
held them off until ordered to withdraw at 2:00 p.m. The V
and II Reserve Korps were pulled back eastward to guard
the other Laaber crossing at Pfeffenhausen.

Napoleon’s maneuver had split the main Austrian
army to the north under Charles (five Korps, including I
and II Korps north of Regensburg) from the three Korps
(V, VI and II Reserve) to the southwest, forcing Hiller to
lead them back on Landshut in some disorder early on 21
April. Napoleon wrongly believed that he had attacked the
main Austrian force that day and pursued Hiller’s troops,
leaving Davout with IIT Corps to engage Charles.

David Hollins
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Abercromby, Sir Ralph (1734-1801)

Victorious general at the landings at Aboukir in 1801,
Abercromby’s victory in Egypt secured British India from
eventual attack and marked a turning point for the British



50 Aboukir, Battle of

Army in its struggle against the French. Abercromby, a
small, quiet man with terrible eyesight, was born in 1734
to an established family of the Scottish gentry. Originally
his family had intended him for the law, but he desired a
military career and entered the army in 1756 and served
in Germany during the Seven Years’ War, where he was
influenced by the military tactics of Frederick the Great.
He avoided active service during the American Revolu-
tion, since he possessed liberal sensibilities and sympa-
thized with the colonists’ desire for independence. From
1774 to 1780 he served in Parliament without any partic-
ular distinction. In 1781 he rose to the rank of colonel of
the King’s Irish Infantry, but when that regiment was dis-
banded in 1783, he retired to his home in Edinburgh.

When war broke out with France in 1793, Aber-
cromby, at age fifty-eight, volunteered for service and was
given a command under the Duke of York. Abercromby
felt it was necessary to keep the Low Countries from
French domination, but he was not hostile to the Revolu-
tion and did not wish to see the war lead to the overthrow
of the French government. He led the advanced force at the
Battle of Le Cateau (1794) and was wounded at the siege of
Nijmegen (1794). He did a brilliant job of shielding the
British army as it withdrew from Holland in 1794-1795,
which was acknowledged by his being made a Knight of
the Bath. In 1795 he was placed in charge of the British
forces in the West Indies. Always a humane officer, upon
his arrival he introduced a series of reforms, including im-
proving sanitation and health conditions and altering uni-
forms to better suit the tropical weather. He met with great
success in the West Indies and captured most of the French
Caribbean possessions.

Abercromby, now a lieutenant general, was placed in
charge of the British forces in Ireland in 1797 and immedi-
ately recognized that the army’s attempt to enforce control
over the seething nation was counterproductive. He for-
bade his troops from firing on civil rioters without a mag-
istrate’s authority, but Lord Camden, the Lord Lieutenant
of Ireland, rescinded the order and removed the army from
the control of civil authority. Abercromby angrily issued a
general order describing his ragtag forces as being “in a
state of licentiousness which must render it formidable to
everyone but the enemy” (Abercromby 1861, 69) and re-
signed his command.

Abercromby once again served under York during the
expedition to north Holland in 1799. The campaign ended
in disaster, but Abercrombry acquitted himself well. In
1801 the British government named him commander in
chief in the Mediterranean, with orders to push the French
out of Egypt. His troops made an opposed landing at
Aboukir Bay and began to advance toward Alexandria.
Two weeks after landing in Egypt, Abercromby met the

enemy at Alexandria on 21 March and thoroughly defeated
them, though he died from wounds received in action. He
was buried on Malta and is honored with a monument in
St. Paul’s Cathedral. Several years earlier he had declined a
peerage, but after his death his wife was created Baroness
Abercromby of Aboukir and Tullibody.

Kenneth Pearl
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Aboukir, Battle of (25 July 1799)

The last major military action of Bonaparte’s Egyptian
campaign, solidifying his control by removing the last
Turkish threat to French dominance of the region.

General Bonaparte led an army into Egypt in 1798 in
an attempt to overthrow the Mamelukes, a warrior class
with origins in Georgia that had ruled Egypt for centuries.
While the Mamelukes ostensibly ruled in the name of Ot-
toman Turkey, they had generally ignored that connection.
France hoped Bonaparte’s campaign would return Egypt
to Turkish control and increase French influence and ac-
cess to trade routes.

Turkey, however, did not see the French invasion as
friendly and supported the Mamelukes against Bonaparte’s
army. Bonaparte defeated the Mamelukes, most notably at
the Battle of the Pyramids (21 July 1798) and the Battle of
Mount Tabor (16 April 1799), and with the major excep-
tion of Acre (besieged 18 March-20 May 1799) had
achieved some measure of success.

Turkey, however, was not yet willing to concede, and
another Ottoman army of approximately 9,000 men was
arriving by sea from Rhodes on some sixty transports, ac-
companied by a Royal Navy squadron under Commodore
Sir William Sidney Smith. On 11 July 1799, led by
Mustapha Pasha, the so-called Army of Rhodes landed
near Alexandria at Aboukir. They quickly defeated the
small French outpost and after a short siege gained con-
trol of Aboukir Castle. Rather than march toward Alexan-
dria or Cairo, they prepared defensive positions and
waited for the French to attack. Their inexplicable inac-



tion gave Bonaparte all the time he needed to prepare his
response.

Bonaparte had pulled together all available resources
and was ready for them. He had about 10,000 men, in-
cluding 1,000 cavalry led by the dashing General Joachim
Murat. Only General Jean-Baptiste Kléber’s division had
not yet arrived, but Bonaparte wanted to take full advan-
tage of the Turkish army’s lethargy and strike immedi-
ately. On 25 July he attacked the Turkish positions and
achieved a total victory. The French cavalry swept the
field. Murat overran the Turkish command post, killed or
captured most of the leadership, and personally captured
Mustapha Pasha. The future Marshal Jean Lannes led the
infantry and gained control of the redoubt. The bulk of
the Turkish army was driven into the sea. Of the 9,000
Turks, 7,000 were killed, many as they attempted to swim
back to their ships, and the rest captured. The battle con-
cluded a week later when General Jacques-Francois
Menou forced the capitulation of the remaining Turks
who had remained in the castle. French losses were slight,
with only some 220 killed and 750 wounded.

Bonaparte was now, at least for the moment, secure in
his position in Egypt. He had defeated the Mamelukes and
both Turkish armies sent to dislodge him. He would not
stay long to savor his success, however, and within a month
was on his way back to France for an appointment with
destiny.

J. David Markham

See also Acre, Siege of; Egypt; Kléber, Jean-Baptiste; Lannes,

Jean; Middle East Campaign; Menou, Jacques-Francois de

Boussay, baron; Mount Tabor, Battle of; Murat, Joachim;

Ottoman Army; Pyramids, Battle of the; Smith, Sir William

Sidney

References and further reading

Chandler, David G. 1995. The Campaigns of Napoleon.
London: Weidenfeld and Nicolson.

Herold, J. Christopher. 2005. Bonaparte in Egypt. London:
Leo Cooper.

Markham, J. David. 2003. Napoleon’s Road to Glory:
Triumphs, Defeats and Immortality. London: Brassey’s.

Acre, Siege of (18 March-20 May 1799)

The French siege of the seaport of Acre in Palestine during
the so-called Syrian campaign, where General Napoleon
Bonaparte received the first serious check of his career.
After conquering Egypt, Bonaparte had received reports
that he would be attacked by two Turkish armies—one
forming at El Arish in the Sinai desert and the other at
Rhodes, which would attack by sea. He decided to preempt
them by striking against the forces of the pasha of Acre,
Ahmad “the Butcher” al-Jazzar (or Djezzar as the French

Acre, Siege of 51

knew him) and his Mameluke ally Ibrahim Bey. After de-
stroying their supply dumps, he would return to Egypt and
concentrate on the seaborne assault, which he expected to
arrive midsummer.

On 6 February 1799, 13,000 men set off for El Arish,
taking the village and attacking a Mameluke camp on the
night of 14-15 February. However, the local fort held out
until 20 February, when Bonaparte paroled the garrison.
The French army entered Palestine at Khan Yunis and cap-
tured Gaza on the twenty-fourth. At Jaffa resistance stiff-
ened. The city was taken by assault (7 March) and left open
to atrocity. When some of those paroled at El Arish were
found to have fought in Jaffa, Bonaparte had over 3,000
prisoners executed outside the city. The following day the
French first noticed an outbreak of bubonic plague. On 17
March, the army reached Haifa and invested the port of
Acre the next day. Bonaparte’s first assault on 28 March
completely failed, as did the second on 1 April.

While the French did prevent the arrival of a relief col-
umn from Damascus at the battles of Nazareth (5 April)
and Mount Tabor (16 April), Bonaparte’s repeated at-
tempts to take Acre by storm were thwarted by the tena-
cious Turkish pasha. Al-Jazzar and his troops were greatly
assisted by the British commodore Sir Sidney Smith, whose
men served the city’s batteries and brought supplies in
from the sea. Bonaparte’s men were equally hampered by a
lack of proper siege artillery (having been intercepted by
the British at sea), a lack of ammunition, mounting casual-
ties, and the continued presence of bubonic plague. As the
French threw away their last reserves in a series of heavy as-
saults (8—10 May), Turkish reinforcements began arriving
by sea. Fearing the Turks would soon land in Egypt, Bona-
parte abandoned the siege on 20 May, losing most of his
equipment and enduring one of the most severe marches
ever experienced by a French army.

Having prevented the overland invasion, Bonaparte
entered Cairo in triumph on 14 June. While he had arrived
in time to defeat the seaborne invasion at the Battle of
Aboukir on 25 July, the heavy casualties (2,200 killed or
dead from plague, with as many sick or wounded) and the
failure to take Acre dented the soldiers’ confidence in their
commander in chief. On 23 August, Bonaparte abandoned
his army and returned to France.

Terry Crowdy
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Addington, Henry (1755-1844)

Henry Addington (Viscount Sidmouth after 1805) was the
only British prime minister of a peacetime administration
during the wars against Revolutionary and Napoleonic
France. Speaker of the House of Commons since 1789, in
1801 he suddenly found himself as the head of government
when the prime minister, William Pitt, was prevented from
following the Irish union with Catholic emancipation as a
result of divisions within the cabinet and the adamant re-
fusal of George III. The landowners who dominated Par-
liament were also clamoring for relief from the cost of an
inconclusive war, and it now seemed that there was a good
prospect for favorable negotiations with the apparently
well-disposed First Consul of France, Napoleon Bona-
parte. Pitt understood the necessity of this peace but had
no desire to take the responsibility for the concessions that
would have to be made.

Both Pitt (Addington’s close friend) and the king
urged him to form a ministry committed to peace and to
maintaining restrictions on Catholics. Pitt considered this
to be a kind of caretaker government that he would direct
from outside, and he counseled four of his ministers to re-
main in office. The fragile peace in 1801 was certainly pop-
ular, though the terms exacted by the French foreign min-
ister, Talleyrand, and Bonaparte in the Treaty of Amiens,
signed in March 1802, were bitterly criticized by some. All
colonial acquisitions were returned to France and its allies
save Ceylon and Trinidad. Addington and his foreign sec-
retary, Lord Hawkesbury, pointed to Britain’s retention of
both Ceylon and Trinidad as sufficient compensation for
the war and insisted that restoring the other possessions
was a necessary price for international peace. The income
tax, paid by the well-to-do, was abolished but had to be
reimposed when the peace turned out to be a mere truce.
Addington’s government was soon suspicious of France’s
continuing expansion in Europe, and by the beginning of
1803 there was a general feeling that the renewal of war
was inevitable. The government refused to surrender the
vital Mediterranean base of Malta without sufficient guar-
antees from France, and on this issue Britain went to war
again on 18 May 1803. With no ready allies, Addington’s
ministry concentrated on the defense of Britain, though it
did build up an expeditionary force for future use. Adding-
ton himself, however, did not inspire confidence as a war
leader. “Pitt is to Addington as London is to Paddington,”
went a popular catchphrase. In May 1804 Pitt became
prime minister once more.

Addington later accepted a nominal post in Pitt’s cabi-
net and continued in the so-called Ministry of All the Tal-
ents (1806—1807), which he helped destroy by telling the
king of its plans to open military ranks above colonel to
Catholics. He returned to office in 1812 and served as
home secretary from 1812 to 1822. Thoroughly alarmed by
the reports of disturbances around the country in the tense
years after 1815, he was the chief instigator of repressive
legislation, including the Six Acts of 1819. Following
Catholic emancipation in 1829 and the reform of Parlia-
ment in 1832, both of which he opposed, he practically
withdrew from politics in the last fifteen years of his long
life.

Neville Thompson
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Afrancesados

Spanish supporters of the aims of the French Revolution in
general and of Napoleon and King Joseph of Spain in par-
ticular. Among the Afrancesados, however, there were two
very different elements that were united primarily by their
support of the French and King Joseph. The Afrancesados
were made up of well-educated members of the upper
classes and the intelligentsia and by many of the grandees,
or upper nobility.

The first group was to a large extent a product of the
Enlightenment and saw the French, Napoleon, and Joseph
as the means to introduce sweeping reforms into Spanish
society and government. They were opposed to the ab-
solute rule of the Bourbon kings of Spain, specifically to
Charles IV and his dictatorial and mercurial first minister
Manuel de Godoy. They were in favor of a “constitutional”
monarchy in which they would have a significant voice,
unlike the government of the past, when the nobility and
the church had shut these members of the professional
classes out of court influence. These Afrancesados were to
a large extent anticlerical, though some clerics figured
among them, in that they opposed the strong degree of in-
fluence of the Catholic Church in Spanish society, espe-
cially the activities of the Inquisition.

The second group of Afrancesados was composed of
members of the grandee class, who also objected to the
dictatorial rule of Godoy as first minister but who also



looked upon the popular uprising that drove him from of-
fice and forced Charles to abdicate as a dangerous develop-
ment that only Napoleon and the French had the forces to
subdue. They were more concerned with protecting their
own positions of power, wealth, and influence than in
leading change in Spain.

Although Joseph attempted to rule with the Afrancesa-
dos at least providing a Spanish face to his foreign-imposed
rule, he was unsuccessful because of the intensely national-
istic though very conservative nature of the popular upris-
ing against his rule. The minor nobility, the inhabitants of
small towns, the church, and the peasants that made up the
vast majority of the opposition to French rule were op-
posed to the ideals of both the French Revolution and the
Enlightenment that the first, “liberal,” group of Afrancesa-
dos supported. They were also opposed to the continued
power and influence of the grandees, who had been seen as
an oppressive class even before the French invasion.

The Afrancesados were targeted by the partisans for
assassination and their property was destroyed. They be-
came the most hated of the partisans’ opponents even
though they contributed little actual strength to the French
forces occupying Spain. This hatred lent a particularly bru-
tal character to partisan war because it was not simply a
war against French occupiers; rather, it was also to some
extent a civil war against what was perceived as both a trai-
torous and formerly privileged class. The Afrancesados
were frequently a burden to the French forces, especially as
the tide began to turn against Joseph. In addition to divert-
ing troops for their protection and escort, they added to
the noncombatant trains moving on the barely adequate
Spanish roads. For instance, long columns of Afrancesados
and their baggage were among those fleeing after the disas-
trous Battle of Vitoria.

In the aftermath of the Peninsular War the Afrancesa-
dos were targeted as traitors and were enthusiastically vic-
timized. The legacy of the Afrancesados continued to affect
Spanish politics as the liberals seeking change and constitu-
tional government were often associated with their mem-
ory and were in some cases accused of being Afrancesados.

John T. Broom
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Alba de Tormes, Battle of
(28 November 1809)

Fought on 28 November 1809, the Battle of Alba de
Tormes was an important French victory in the Peninsular
War and one of the few occasions in the Napoleonic era
when a force of all arms was broken by cavalry alone. In
brief, the aftermath of the Talavera campaign had found
the provisional government established to rule Patriot
Spain in 1808 (the Junta Central) in a difficult situation.
Thus, Viscount Wellington had resolved to refrain from
engaging in any further joint operations with the Spanish
armies unless they were placed under his command, while
the Junta’s many internal enemies were plotting its over-
throw. Only a dramatic victory could save the day, and the
Junta therefore ordered its three main armies to launch a
concentric advance on Madrid. To the northwest of the
capital the force involved was the 26,000-strong Army of
the Left commanded by the Duque del Parque.

In early October these troops, which outnumbered the
opposing French forces by three to two, duly advanced on
Salamanca and won a minor victory at Tamames. Thus en-
couraged, del Parque then occupied Salamanca, only to fall
back southwestward as soon as the French showed signs of
concentrating against him in strength. No pursuit was
forthcoming, however—not only had the invaders had to
send some of their troops back to ward off guerrilla attacks
on such towns as Valladolid, but the Spanish general had
holed up in the towering Sierra de Gredos—and on 18 No-
vember del Parque therefore once more marched on Sala-
manca. Heavily outnumbered once again, the French
pulled back to Medina del Campo, where they were at-
tacked by the Spanish advance guard on 23 November.

At this point, however, del Parque heard of the defeat
of the Spanish Army of the Center at Ocana. Realizing that
the French were now likely to concentrate against him in
overwhelming numbers, he therefore embarked on a hasty
retreat in the direction of his base at Ciudad Rodrigo. En
route, however, he came to grief. Believing that he was well
out of reach of the French, on 28 November he allowed his
men to bivouac in a weak position at Alba de Tormes. To
make matters worse, meanwhile, his cavalry did not keep
adequate watch. Had the French really been far away, then
all would have been well, but this was not the case. By rid-
ing hard, 3,000 cavalry under General Kellermann arrived
on the scene an hour before sunset. Unwilling to let his foe
escape, the French general decided to attack without wait-
ing for the infantry who were coming up behind him.
Charging home with the élan characteristic of Napoleonic
cavalry, Kellermann’s dragoons and hussars drove all be-
fore them, and the Spanish retired in great disorder, having
lost nine guns, a considerable quantity of baggage, and
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some 3,000 men. French losses, meanwhile, were at most
300 men. Since many other Spanish soldiers deserted in the
subsequent retreat, for the time being the Army of the Left
was out of the war.
Charles J. Esdaile
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Albeck, Battle of (11 October 1805)

The Battle of Albeck occurred when Austria’s Feld-
marschalleutnant Karl Mack Freiherr von Leiberich and
Archduke Ferdinand made an attempt to break out from
the French forces that were surrounding them at Ulm on
11 October 1805. Mack had sent a force of 25,000 troops
eastward along the bank of the Danube. At Albeck,
around 6 miles northeast of Ulm, they found the French
division of General Dupont, which was part of Marshal
Ney’s corps. Dupont was in this isolated position as a re-
sult of confusing orders given to Ney by Marshal Murat.
Ney had been instructed by Napoleon to take his orders
from Murat in the final stages of the encirclement at Ulm.
Ney had been told to cross the Danube with his entire
corps but had protested that this would give the Austrians
a chance to escape. As a compromise Murat allowed Ney
to leave Dupont at Albeck. Although this did not satisty
Ney, he grudgingly followed his orders. Dupont had only
4,000 infantry, 1,000 cavalry, and eight pieces of artillery,
and his nearest support was a division of dragoons under
the command of General Baraguey d’Hillier.

Dupont decided to attack the advancing Austrian
force in the hope that he could blunt their attack and at the
same time convince them that he had a greater force at his
disposal than was in fact the case. Throughout the day the
French were able to launch a series of holding attacks
against the Austrian force, the fiercest taking place at the
village of Jungingen just to the west of Albeck. Here the
church was held by the 9e Légere (light infantry) com-
manded by General Jean Victor Rouyer. Rouyer fortified
the church and sent skirmishers forward to blunt the Aus-
trian attacks. He then sent forward reserve columns that
had been held outside the village when the Austrian assault
slowed at the church. Mack was unable to make effective
use of his massive superiority in cavalry because woods to
the north of Dupont’s position protected that general’s
flank. At nightfall Dupont was able to withdraw his ex-

hausted troops toward Brenz. Mack and Ferdinand with-
drew back into Ulm.

Following this failure to break out, Mack was to try
again two days later at the Battle of Elchingen. After the
fighting at Albeck a furious argument broke out between
Ney and Murat as to who was responsible for the danger
into which Dupont had been placed. Napoleon intervened
in this altercation, in the end supporting Ney.

Ralph Baker
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Albuera, Battle of (16 May 1811)

One of the bloodiest actions of the Peninsular War, the
Battle of Albuera was the result of an attempt on the part
of Marshal Nicolas Soult to relieve Badajoz, which had
just been besieged by Anglo-Portuguese forces under the
command of Sir William Beresford. Outnumbering
Soult’s forces by almost three to two, Beresford’s army,
which had been joined by two Spanish forces under gener-
als Joaquin Blake and Francisco de Castaios, was drawn
up in a strong position along the crest of a line of low
hills. In the center of the Allied position, of which the
Anglo-Portuguese occupied the left and center and the
Spaniards the right—the village of Albuera provided a
natural defensive redoubt, while the ridge provided plenty
of opportunity for the defenders to take shelter behind the
skyline. Soult, however, was a fine general, and he made
use of the olive and ilex groves that screened his own posi-
tion to outflank the Allied right with a large force of in-
fantry and cavalry.

In the face of this threat, the Allied generals were slow
to react—they seem, indeed, to have been convinced that
Soult’s maneuver was a feint—and their whole army might
have been rolled up had a single Spanish brigade not
checked the French assault. Finally waking up to the dan-
ger of his situation, Beresford rushed most of his British
infantry to reinforce the Spanish. The first brigade to arrive
was, however, massacred when its divisional commander,
Sir William Stewart, launched a premature attack that led
to his brigade’s being charged in the flank by a regiment of
Polish lancers. (Beresford himself was almost among the
victims of this charge; he was caught up in the melee and
was forced to defend himself hand-to-hand.)
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Battle of Albuera, 16 May 1811
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on the ridge were now assaulted by some
British infantry who had been sheltered from
the worst of the firefight. The French forces
disintegrated and the fighting abated, with
the whole of Soult’s left wing retreating in a
rout.

Thus ended a terrible day. Not counting
several hundred prisoners, the Allied armies
had lost 5,380 men dead or wounded, and
Beresford was so shaken that he appears to have
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The Allies were only saved by the fact that the French
flanking column had no space to deploy and had been
forced to come to a halt. As a result the British brigades of
Major General Daniel Hoghton and Lieutenant Colonel
Abercrombie had time to relieve the Spanish in the path of
the French and advance against them in line. In the terrible
ensuing firefight, the British suffered heavy casualties and
the battle once again hung in the balance. Seeing this,
Beresford should have launched an immediate assault with
the considerable forces he now had echeloned facing the
left flank of the French flanking column, but exhaustion,
indecision, and lack of confidence had sapped his will, and
he failed to take the necessary action. Luckily for Beresford,
however, an exasperated staff officer rode over to the com-
mander of the 4th Division, Lieutenant General Sir Lowry
Cole, and urged him to take the offensive.

Soult assailed the oncoming Allied troops with in-
fantry, cavalry, and artillery, only to see his men repulsed

1902-1930.)

Alexander I, Tsar (1777-1825)

Tsar Alexander I (ruled 1801-1825) was one of the key
protagonists of the Napoleonic Wars. During his reign,
Russia’s international status was transformed. In the early
years of his reign, Alexander was able to achieve military
success against Napoleonic France. Napoleon’s superiority
was confirmed at the Treaty of Tilsit in 1807. This was an
alliance between Russia and France in which Russia was
clearly the junior partner. The costly invasion of Russia in
1812, however, fatally weakened Napoleon. In 1813
Alexander became the leader of the Sixth Coalition, which
defeated the Napoleonic forces and culminated in Napo-
leon’s first period of exile. Alexander dominated the peace
settlements at the Congress of Vienna in 1815. By this date,
Russia had become the strongest military power on the
Continent, and her status as a European great power was
confirmed. Alexander’s character is difficult to penetrate.
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Tsar Alexander I, whose commitment to the defeat of
France left his army the most powerful force in Europe at
the end of the Napoleonic Wars. (Artist unknown/
Hermitage, St. Petersburg, Russia)

He was sometimes irresolute but could be stubborn; he al-
ways wanted to please his companion, be he one of his
“young friends” or Napoleon; he was educated as a liberal
but became heavily influenced by mysticism later in his
reign. These complexities and contradictions are evident in
his foreign policy.

Alexander had been educated by the Swiss republican
Frédéric César de La Harpe. An impressionable young
man, Alexander enthusiastically absorbed La Harpe’s ideas
about the benefits of republican government and the evils
of despotism. As a result, he found the seemingly capri-
cious and arbitrary rule of his father Paul I (ruled
1796-1801) dangerous and oppressive. Paul’s erratic be-
havior, both at home and abroad, offended significant sec-
tions of the Russian nobility and military elite. On the
night of 23 March 1801, Paul was murdered when a group
of conspirators, with Alexander’s knowledge, burst into his
room and attempted to remove him by force. Alexander
was shocked by the all-too-predictable fate of his father;
his remorse and a fear of conspiracy remained during the
rest of his reign.

Alexander inherited a difficult state of foreign affairs
from his father. Paul had abruptly pulled out of the Second
Coalition in 1799 and had then pursued a number of un-
popular anti-British policies, including placing an em-
bargo on British trade and dispatching a Cossack expedi-
tion supposedly intended to invade India. Alexander’s
upbringing had neglected foreign affairs, and his first state-
ments and policies naively envisaged creating a European
peace under Russian leadership. In practical terms, this

meant establishing peaceful relations with Britain and
France. In less practical terms, it meant an offer to mediate
between Britain and France in 1803, and a proposal put to
British ministers in 1804, probably written by Prince Adam
Czartoryski, for Europe to become a league of liberal and
constitutional states, in which all would live in peace, pro-
tected and controlled by the benign benevolence of Britain
and Russia. The British government had neither the incli-
nation nor the need to accept such an ambitious and im-
practical scheme.

Rising tensions over France nevertheless pushed
Alexander toward alliances with Austria and Britain (war
had broken out between France and Britain in 1803).
Alexander had been offended by the execution of the duc
d’Enghien (who had been seized in neutral Baden, which
was the homeland of Alexander’s wife, Elizabeth), by Na-
poleon’s claiming the title of emperor and, more funda-
mentally, by a growing recognition of the threat posed by
Napoleonic France to the balance of power in Europe in
general and to the eastern Mediterranean in particular. By
November 1804 Russia had signed a defensive alliance with
Austria; in April 1805 this was followed by an Anglo-
Russian alliance, to which Austria adhered in August.

Alexander’s first experience of war was traumatic. He
was present with the Russian forces at the Battle of Austerlitz
on 2 December 1805. The combined Austrian and Russian
forces were routed by Napoleon with the loss of some
25,000-30,000 men. Alexander had to share some of the
blame for the defeat. Not only had he put himself at the head
of the Russian forces (the first Russian ruler to do so since
Peter the Great), but he had also overruled the advice of his
own commander in chief to delay operations. Far from ap-
pearing as a heroic leader of men, he had to flee hastily from
the scene of the battle and almost suffered the indignity of
capture. The tsar spent the night after the battle on the floor
of a peasant’s hut, suffering from stomach cramps. Defeat
was swiftly followed by Austrian capitulation. Prussia joined
with Russia the following year and suffered shattering de-
feats at the battles of Jena and Auerstidt before Alexander’s
troops could assist. Russian forces, now fighting Napoleon
alone, were defeated at the battles of Eylau and Friedland, at
the cost of some 30,000 lives. Alexander had little choice but
to come to terms with Napoleon.

The two emperors famously met on a specially con-
structed raft on the Niemen River at the town of Tilsit on
the border between Prussian Polish lands and Russia. Na-
poleon and Alexander tried to outdo each other with ex-
pressions of endearment, charm, and flattery. Alexander, as
befitted the pupil of La Harpe, apparently expressed to the
French emperor his admiration of republics and of non-
hereditary succession. The practical results, however, of the
Tilsit treaty were of immense significance and firmly estab-



lished French dominance in central Europe and the
Mediterranean. Russia suffered few territorial losses—the
Ionian Islands and Cattaro (on the Dalmatian coast)—but
it had to agree to abandon the Adriatic, to adhere to the
Continental System and to accept the creation of the duchy
of Warsaw from formerly Prussian Polish territory. Alexan-
der put a brave face on events; he wrote to his sister
Catherine that “God has saved us: instead of sacrifices we
have emerged from the contest with a sort of lustre” (Hart-
ley 1994, 78). But the unpalatable truth was that Russia had
not only been humiliated militarily but had also been
forced to abandon important economic and strategic in-
terests in Europe. It was little compensation that Napoleon
now encouraged Alexander in the (in Napoleon’s view)
harmless conquest of Finland (in 1808-1809) at the ex-
pense of Sweden. Alexander returned from Tilsit to face
unpopularity at home and with Russia’s international sta-
tus severely diminished.

The Tilsit settlement was inherently unstable. At least
in principle, Russia’s adherence to the Continental System
stopped all Anglo-Russian trade. This particularly hit
Russian exports to Britain of iron, wood, hemp, and flax
(Britain depended heavily on Russia for naval stores). The
Russian nobility, already unhappy at what they regarded as
the humiliation of the Treaty of Tilsit, also resented the loss
of imported luxury goods. The curtailment of trade also
meant that the Russian government lost vital income from
customs on exported and imported goods. The situation
was unsustainable, and in 1810 Alexander in effect with-
drew from the Continental System when he imposed du-
ties on French imports. Russia also resented French influ-
ence in the Balkans and the restrictions on Russian
activities there. The greatest obstacle to peace, however,
was the existence of the Grand Duchy of Warsaw, which
was in effect a French satellite on Russia’s borders. Alexan-
der had long expressed a desire to recreate an independent
Polish state, and he had condemned as immoral the disap-
pearance of Poland-Lithuania in the three partitions in the
reign of his grandmother, Catherine II. But he wanted such
a re-creation to be on his terms and under Russian control;
the dominance of a Polish state by the most powerful
country in Europe, and a potential rival and enemy, was
simply intolerable. By the summer of 1811 it was obvious
that diplomatic relations were breaking down and that Na-
poleon was preparing for war.

The Russian campaign of 1812 was a turning point in
the Napoleonic Wars. Napoleon’s inability to force Alexan-
der to come to terms despite the defeat at Smolensk and
the costly stalemate at Borodino and the subsequent occu-
pation of Moscow stretched Napoleon’s supply lines be-
yond their limits. It has been estimated that at least
400,000 French and French-allied troops perished or were
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captured in the Russian campaign. In addition to the dev-
astating human and material losses, Napoleon lost his
image of military invincibility. The campaign was also a
turning point for Alexander himself. His determination
not to negotiate with Napoleon enhanced his image at
home and abroad, although in truth he had little choice in
the matter. Alexander was acutely aware of his unpopular-
ity and vulnerability after initial setbacks and the occupa-
tion of Moscow; furthermore, the fate of his father was
never far from his mind. Alexander, by upbringing and ed-
ucation a typical product of the Enlightenment, under-
went a profound religious experience during this trau-
matic time and found solace in Bible study and spiritual
matters. From this time onward, his vision of international
affairs was couched in religious and spiritual language.

Russian troops crossed Europe in pursuit of Napo-
leonic forces, and Alexander was now the leader of the
Sixth Coalition. Alexander had learned from his unfortu-
nate experience at the Battle of Austerlitz and did not at-
tempt to join the army at the victorious Battle of Leipzig in
October 1813. He did, however, make sure that he led his
troops triumphantly into Paris on 31 March 1814 after Na-
poleon’s abdication. Magnanimous in his newfound role as
the savior of Europe, Alexander could put the humiliations
of Austerlitz, Tilsit, and Moscow behind him and he pro-
nounced to the people of Paris: “I come not as an enemy. I
come to bring you peace and commerce” (Hartley 1994,
124). Alexander followed his entry into Paris with a trip to
Britain, where he was greeted enthusiastically, at least by
the crowds, as a hero and the vanquisher of Napoleon, al-
though, it has to be said that he made a less favorable im-
pression on British ministers: “A vain, silly fellow” was the
unkind verdict of Lord Grey (Hartley 1994, 126). Napo-
leon’s escape from Elba put celebrations on hold, but the
final defeat of Napoleon at Waterloo (without the partici-
pation of Russian troops) meant that the settlement of Eu-
rope could now proceed.

Alexander’s ambitions and Russia’s newfound military
authority in Europe dominated the diplomatic proceed-
ings at the Congress of Vienna. The Allies were relatively
little concerned about the fate of France, which could be
effectively restrained at its borders, but were greatly trou-
bled by Poland’s fate, which potentially affected the whole
balance of power in central Europe. While professing his
desire for a free and constitutional Poland and his forgive-
ness for the participation of some 100,000 Poles in the
Napoleonic army that had invaded Russia in 1812, Alexan-
der made it clear that Poland would be firmly part of the
Russian sphere of influence. The issue of Poland almost
provoked a split among the Allies, but in the end the issue
was settled to Russia’s advantage. Almost all the land that
Prussia had acquired in the partitions, and that had then
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formed the Duchy of Warsaw, now became the Congress

Kingdom of Poland, nominally with a degree of independ-

ence (and with its own representative institutions) but in

practice tied to Russia through the person of the tsar, who
was also the constitutional king of Poland.

Russia gained territory as a consequence of victory in
the Napoleonic Wars: In addition to the Congress King-
dom of Poland, Russia had acquired Finland from Sweden
in 1809 and Bessarabia from the Ottoman Empire in 1812.
Furthermore, Alexander was able to dominate the consti-
tutional and territorial settlements of other, smaller states
and to determine the very language of international agree-
ments after 1815. In 1804, it had been possible for the
British government to brush aside Alexander’s sweeping,
and unrealistic, proposals for European organization. In
1815, it was not possible to ignore his “Holy Alliance”—an
agreement by which rulers would act together in union
guided by Christian principles to maintain order, peace,
and justice. Despite widespread skepticism, and even
mockery, of Alexander’s scheme, the only prominent indi-
viduals who were able to resist joining the alliance were the
Prince Regent of Britain and the pope, both of whom re-
fused to sign, and the Turkish sultan, who was not invited.
The language of the Holy Alliance and of the pronounce-
ments of the congresses that met between 1818 and 1821
not only was the product of Alexander’s own spiritual state
of mind but was also a reflection of the newly established
power of Russia and of its ruler.

Janet Hartley
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Alexandria, Battle of (20-21 March 1801)

A British victory, the Battle of Alexandria ended the French
occupation of Egypt, which had begun when Bonaparte
had conquered the country in 1798.

In 1800 the British and the Ottoman Turks had
planned a three-pronged full-scale invasion by British
troops, Ottoman forces, and Anglo-Indian forces. The
5,000-strong Anglo-Indian force under General Sir David
Baird would advance by way of the Red Sea. Vice Admiral
Viscount Keith had 164 vessels—?2 frigates, 100 transports,
5 ships of the line, and 57 Turkish vessels at his disposal.
The army commander, General Sir Ralph Abercromby, was
well respected, and his professionalism brought new life to
the expedition. His subordinate was Major General Sir
John Moore, later to become famous for his role in the
Peninsular War.

The first battle prior to the capture of Alexandria was
fought on 8 March 1801 after an astounding amphibious
operation disembarked 6,000 British troops at Aboukir
Bay. The fifty men to each boat carried sixty rounds of am-
munition and three days’ rations. The British, supported
by gunboats, overcame strenuous opposition from the
French and established a foothold. The French Armée
d’Orient, commanded by General Menou, were quickly
driven off the beach. On 13 March the British also won at
Mandora, the land jutting out between Lake Aboukir and
the Mediterranean Sea. The French used cavalry and ar-
tillery in an attempt to stop British advances on the sand-
hills. The hard-won victory cost the British 1,400 casual-
ties; the French lost 700 men.

The Battle of Alexandria, beginning late on the night
of 20 March and lasting until just before dawn of the fol-
lowing day, was fought at Nicopolis, some 12 miles from
Alexandria, a town of 4,000 people. After constructing field
fortifications, 14,000 British troops were deployed—three
brigades on the left; Moore’s reserve division on the right,
facing southwest toward Alexandria; the Foot Guards in
the center; and a second line consisting of dismounted cav-
alry and two infantry brigades.

The British were fully prepared for battle before sun-
rise on the twenty-first. However, British intelligence had
been faulty, and the unexpectedly high number of French
troops—12,000—concerned Abercromby. The French
were ordered to drive the British into the lake, and they at-
tacked under cover of darkness, before Baird’s reinforce-
ment would arrive. Moore’s reserve, the 28th (North
Gloucestershire) Foot, as well as the 23rd (Royal Welch



Fusiliers), 42nd Highlanders (the Black Watch), 58th (Rut-
landshire) Foot, and four companies of the 40th (2nd
Somersetshire) Foot, repulsed the first French attack.

The French twice renewed their attacks. The British,
with bayonets fixed, dashed up sandhills to capture the
French guns; they were supported by heavy guns from the
Royal Navy ships at anchor, which also defended the
ground already captured. French grenadiers and cavalry
penetrated between the lines of the 28th Foot and the
Highlanders, surrounding them front and rear in their vul-
nerable unfinished redoubt. However, the order “Rear rank
28th; Right About Face” was given, resulting in ferocious
hand-to-hand combat by the stubborn and determined
British troops, who fought for four hours. By facing about
and offering staunch resistance, the regiment saved itself
from destruction; as a result, they were thereafter granted
the right to wear regimental badges on the backs of their
headdresses.

The Black Watch was attacked twice, suffering many
casualties, but it eventually captured the colors of an op-
posing regiment, most of whom had become casualties.
The volleys of the Fusiliers throughout the battle were par-
ticularly beneficial; the French, to their cost, did not em-
ploy infantry in this fashion, instead relying on cavalry and
artillery. The cannonades from the British gunboats caused
appallingly high French casualties. The fighting was over
by 10:00 A.M. Menou’s final charge resulted in slaughter; he
lost 3,000 killed and wounded.

In the course of the battle, Abercromby personally
fought some French dragoons, suffering a fatal wound in
his leg, though he remained engaged and in command
until his collapse on the field. He died of his wounds on 28
March. Moore was also wounded but recovered. The
British suffered 1,468 casualties. Moore pushed the French
into Alexandria, which fell in April. Menou, with only
7,300 French effectives, surrendered Cairo in June and,
later, Alexandria on 2 September. The French occupation
of Egypt was at an end.

Annette E. Richardson
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Algeciras, First Battle of (6 July 1801)

Minor naval action fought off Gibraltar between British
and French squadrons. Rear Admiral C. A. L. Durand,
comte de Linois, with instructions to proceed to Cadiz, left
the French Mediterranean port of Toulon on 13 June 1801
with three ships of the line and one 40-gun frigate. He was
sighted off Gibraltar on 1 July and four days later word
reached Rear Admiral Sir James Saumarez, then watching
Cadiz, that a French squadron was sailing west. On learn-
ing that Saumarez led a superior force, Linois decided to
postpone his arrival and made for the port of Algeciras,
anchoring off the town, and in easy sight of Gibraltar, on 4
July. Light winds delayed Saumarez’s arrival in Gibraltar
Bay until the early hours of the sixth, at which time he had
five 74s and one 80-gun ship. At 7:00 A.M. the lead British
vessel, the Venerable (74), spotted the French warping to-
ward the shore batteries, whereupon Saumarez ordered the
squadron to engage his opponent’s vessels in succession.
Linois was anchored in shallow water, with intervals of ap-
proximately 500 yards between his ships. On shore he had
the support of guns in Fort Santa Garcia, a mile and a half
to the south, a battery on Isla Verde at the southern end of
his line, and another battery at Santiago, at his northern
end. Still more guns were sited at La Villa Vieja and at
Almirante. Close to shore lay fourteen heavy Spanish gun-
boats. The weak breeze prevented the British ships from
assuming the formation intended for them, so they took
up various positions and anchored.

The action began at 7:50 A.M. when the British ship
the Pompée (74) received broadsides from all four French
ships in succession before anchoring at 8:45 very near the
French flagship, the Formidable (80). A few minutes later
the Audacious (74) anchored close to the Indomptable
(80), and at 9:00 the Venerable anchored some distance
from the Desaix (74) and the Formidable. A spirited can-
nonade soon ensued, during which the French ships con-
tinued to warp slowly toward the shore. Around 9:15
Saumarez’s flagship, the Caesar (80), opened fire on the
Desaix. Five minutes later the Hannibal (74) approached,
and anchored near the Caesar. The last vessel, the Spencer
(74), was far to leeward and, like her sister ships, could not
maneuver in the light, intermittent breeze and unfavor-
able current. She thus played little part in the action. A few
minutes after 10:00 Saumarez ordered the Hannibal to
rake the Formidable. The Hannibal managed to interpose
herself between that ship and the shore, but in so doing
grounded on the shoals, with the Formidable on her port
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side and the Almirante Tower, the battery at Santiago, and
several Spanish gunboats to the starboard. The Hannibal
fired on all these targets while simultaneously seeking to
get afloat. Attempts to rescue her crew failed when the
boats sent by other vessels were sunk.

At 11:15 Linois, fearing that other ships from
Saumarez’s squadron might attempt to maneuver between
his line and the shore, ordered his vessels to drift ashore. As
this put the French out of range, Saumarez sought to ap-
proach closer, but the constant shifting of the breeze, the
difficult current, and the rocks and shoals scattered inside
the harbor made this impossible. The current had earlier
swung the Pompée into an unnavigable position, and when
the attack could no longer be pursued Saumarez ordered
the boats of the squadron to tow the Pompée from her vul-
nerable anchorage. The others had been destroyed in the
fighting, and when at 1:30 p.M. action ceased and Saumarez
withdrew, he had to abandon even the Pompée in order to
take under tow the dismasted and grounded Hannibal,
whose crew had however already been taken prisoner by
the French. Both sides suffered very heavily. Saumarez lost
121 killed and 252 wounded, plus the prisoners taken off
the Hannibal. Linois lost 306 killed and 280 wounded.
Three of Saumarez’s ships and all of Linois’s were heavily
damaged.

Gregory Fremont-Barnes
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Algeciras, Second Battle of (12-13 July 1801)

The second of two minor naval actions fought between
British and French squadrons near Gibraltar. In the wake
of the first action of 6 July, Rear Admiral Sir James
Saumarez brought his battered ships into Gibraltar, where
with unprecedented speed his crews refitted and repaired
the vessels in preparation for another bout with Rear Ad-
miral C. A. L. Durand, comte de Linois’s squadron off Al-
geciras. In the meantime Linois sent word to Cadiz, re-
questing urgent assistance, as he expected a second
engagement with Saumarez. At Cadiz, Rear Admiral Pierre
Dumanoir Le Pelley commanded a French force of six

ships of the line and two frigates, though these were short
of their full complements. On the eighth, however, he was
joined by Vice Admiral Don Juan Joaquin de Moreno with
five Spanish and one Franco-Spanish ship of the line and
three frigates. On the morning of the ninth they embarked,
and they joined Linois off Algeciras that afternoon, bring-
ing their total force to nine ships of the line and three
frigates. By the morning of the twelfth Saumarez had com-
pleted his repairs and had a squadron consisting of the
Caesar (80 guns), Venerable (74), Superb (74), Spencer (74),
Audacious (74), Thames (32), and three smaller vessels. The
Pompée, present in the previous action, was left behind. He
put to sea to meet his opponent, who early that afternoon
also weighed anchor so as to confront Saumarez on the
open sea. When the Franco-Spanish force came in sight
near Cabareta Point, Saumarez gave chase, his ships form-
ing in line ahead.

Action did not begin until nightfall, by which time
Saumarez’s squadron was widely separated. At about 11:20
p.M. the Superb encountered in the darkness the Real Carlos
(112), the San Hermenegildo (112), and the St. Antoine (74)
on her port side. Despite these terrible odds, the Superb en-
gaged the Real Carlos, and after firing three broadsides had
brought down her fore-topmast. When the Spaniard
caught fire the Superb sailed on. Owing to some confusion
the Real Carlos then mistakenly began to fire at the two
friendly ships nearby, evidently mistaking them in the
darkness for British vessels. At around midnight the Superb
engaged the St. Antoine, sometimes at close quarters, for
half an hour, before the French ship struck her colors. In
the meantime the Real Carlos, still on fire, had fouled the
San Hermenegildo, setting her ablaze as well. Shortly before
the St. Antoine surrendered, the Real Carlos exploded, fol-
lowed at 12:30 by the San Hermenegildo. A total of about
300 survivors reached the Superb and other British ships,
but the remaining troops, approximately 1,700 men, were
killed in the explosions. The Superb and four smaller ves-
sels secured the French prize, while the remainder of the
squadron continued its pursuit of the other ships.

Again the vessels were widely separated, and by 4:00
A.M. the wind, which had earlier increased to a gale, began
to lighten to a breeze, and only the Venerable and the
Thames could make headway. At 5:15 a fierce action com-
menced between the Formidable (80) and the Venerable in
which the two sides fired broadsides at such short range
that musket fire was also exchanged. At 5:30 the Venerable
lost her mizzen topmast, and fifteen minutes later the
Thames was able to rake the Formidable across her stern. At
6:45 the Venerable lost her mainmast overboard, leaving
her effectively crippled. Meanwhile the Caesar and Spencer,
owing to failing winds, proved unable to press on into ef-
fective range. Around 8:00 the Venerable lost her foremast,



struck a shoal, and lost her mizzenmast over the side, leav-
ing her dead in the water. The Franco-Spanish were pre-
vented from capturing her, however, by the approach from
the south of the Audacious and the Superb, and rather than
continue the contest the Franco-Spanish squadron entered
the safety of Cadiz. Saumarez returned to Gibraltar with
his prize and the Venerable in tow.

The British lost fewer than 150 men, mostly aboard
the Venerable, which suffered 18 dead and 87 wounded.
The French alone reported losses of 25 killed and
wounded, which is almost certainly a wild underestimate.
To this, of course, must be added the loss of the St. Antoine
and her crew as prisoners, plus the severe Spanish losses of
two ships of 112 guns destroyed and their entire crews ei-
ther killed or captured. The action was not of great strate-
gic significance, yet Saumarez had shown great daring and
skill at chasing and defeating his opponent, having hastily
refitted his heavily damaged squadron in the wake of the
first encounter off Algeciras only six days previously. The
two actions confirmed the correctness of then-current
British naval policy: hemming their opponents’ vessels into
port and confronting any that dared venture out could
succeed, even against heavy odds.

Gregory Fremont-Barnes
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Almeida, Sieges of (1810, 1811)

Almeida was one of a pair of Portuguese fortresses that
guarded the only two major points of entry for invading
armies from Spain, known together as the Gates to Portu-
gal. Almeida, like its more famous Spanish counterpart
(Ciudad Rodrigo), sits along the northern route. The
fortress’s primary mission was to protect the crossings on
the Coa River, which created a natural defensive barrier be-
tween the two countries. Because of its strategic value,
Almeida was the site of two important sieges during the
Peninsular War.

In July 1810 Viscount Wellington knew his small
British army could not stop the invading French, com-
manded by Marshal André Masséna, from entering Portu-
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gal. Wellington’s plan was to make a strategic withdrawal,
letting the fort at Almeida hold off the French until Octo-
ber, when autumn rains would make future campaigning
very difficult. Almeida was in a strong position to with-
stand a siege: It was garrisoned by over 5,000 troops with
over 100 guns and was amply supplied with food and am-
munition, all under the command of the very capable
British colonel William Cox, who held the rank of
brigadier general in the Portuguese Army.

The siege began on 24 July, when the French pushed
the British across the Coa, cutting Almeida off from rein-
forcements. Masséna began digging siege trenches on 15
August, and the following day he began shelling the
fortress. In the first thirteen hours of the siege, the French
fired 6,177 rounds (using nine tons of powder) with little
effect, until fate played a major role. A howitzer round
landed near the main powder magazine and, through a
still-unknown chain of events, ignited the million infantry
cartridges and 150,000 pounds of gunpowder inside. The
ensuing explosions destroyed the center of the fortress
and all its supply of powder. Almeida was practically de-
fenseless and surrendered on 28 August. Masséna consoli-
dated his position and in September moved further into
Portugal, meeting the British at the Battle of Busaco on 27
September.

The fortress of Almeida remained under French con-
trol until spring 1811, when the British began their siege
on 4 April. Like Masséna the year before, Wellington knew
he had to take the fortress in order to safely control the
road. The French attempted to relieve the fortress but were
blocked by Wellington’s Anglo-Portuguese forces at the
Battle of Fuentes de Ofioro on 5 May. Upon hearing the
news of the defeat, the 1,300 men of the French garrison
abandoned the fortress and fought their way through
British lines and escaped.

The departure of the French garrison ended the in-
vasion of Portugal. Never again would the French enter
that country in any numbers larger than a raiding party.
These two sieges epitomize Wellington’s style of defen-
sive strategic warfare and his reliance on foresight, pa-
tience, and determination to achieve victory in the
Peninsular War.

Craig T. Cobane
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Altenkirchen, Battle of (19 September 1796)

Fought 50 kilometers east of Bonn, the Battle of Al-
tenkirchen was the final victory of Archduke Charles’s Aus-
trian army over General Jean-Baptiste Jourdan’s French
Army of the Sambre and Meuse, which forced the French to
withdraw across the Rhine. Leaving a screen, the archduke
could march south to attack General Jean Moreau’s Army of
the Rhine and Moselle. The noted French commander Gen-
eral Frangois-Severin Marceau-Desgraviers, was fatally
wounded in the fighting.

Following his defeat at Wiirzburg on 3 September
1796, Jourdan retreated with his army northwest toward
the Lahn River to join his force previously blockading
Mainz. Charles’s army pursued the French, attempting an
outflanking move toward Aschaffenburg, where they de-
feated a small French force on 6 September. Between 9 and
12 September the French withdrew across the Lahn
around Wetzlar. Austrian diversionary attacks occupied
French attention on the river valley for another four days,
while Charles massed toward Limburg in the west, threat-
ening Jourdan’s retreat on the Rhine. The archduke at-
tacked and defeated the French right under Marceau on
16 September, forcing Jourdan to withdraw on Al-
tenkirchen to secure the Hachenburg defile, through
which the Wetzlar road ran toward the Rhine. His retreat
was covered by Marceau’s steady withdrawal against the
Austrian advance guard under Freiherr Kray, whose lead
units drove the French from Herborn and reached Luisen-
lust early on 19 September.

General Jean-Baptiste-Jules Bernadotte’s division had
reached Altenkirchen on the morning of 19 September and
took a position between the road and the Wiedbach
stream. He was followed by General Paul Grenier’s and
Francois Lefebvre’s divisions, which formed the French
main force in two battle lines, while General Jean-Etienne
Championnet moved to Weyerbusch, leaving the cavalry to
cover Marceau’s withdrawal through Hachenberg to
Freilingen. The archduke’s main body (18,000 men) had
reached Molsberg with Kray (9,000 men) at Hahn.

On 19 September, Marceau abandoned Freilingen and
withdrew his infantry through the Hochstebach Forest,
protected by his cavalry until Kray’s cavalry outflanked
them. The main French army (25,000 men) established a
position behind the Weidbach stream and then covered the
rear guard’s withdrawal, but during this action Marceau
was fatally wounded. General André Poncet took com-
mand and joined Bernadotte’s left with the cavalry massed
behind him. Meanwhile, Kray had taken Hochstebach vil-
lage and secured the forest, although a fierce rearguard ac-
tion was mounted by the French around the Walrod mill,
action that prevented the Austrian advance guard from

reaching the main French positions. The archduke’s army
camped at Freilingen. During the night Jourdan continued
his retreat and withdrew across the Rhine two days later.
By the time Austrian troops reached the former French po-
sitions, Marceau was dead. At dawn on 21 September, his
body was returned with full military honors. Charles left a
screen under Werneck and headed south to confront
Moreau.
David Hollins
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