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AN ADDR! & & . ¢

TO THE INDFPENDENT LLF('INRS OF TH :'77;

HA d\%blllRl NORTI DISTRIC 1“;2
y f’&mue( gé R 1.

Frr Low CITIZENS,

I FELLU a degree of delicacy and diffidence in afldreﬂing you in
this manner.  1f any apology 1s necellary, it will be found in the fituation
in whi~h I have becn repeatedly placed by your free and unfolicited fuf-
fr 5, and in the prefent alarming crifis of our common country, in vhich
d.‘.ugcrs and embarrafiments thicken falt around us, and fomething more
fatal to a nation thar even the calamities of war, not merely threatens by
1ts appearance at a diftance, but even ftares usin the face. In fuch a’cri-
Gs, I confider the tafk I now undertake, however irkfome it would be to
my feelings-at another time, as a matter not of liberty but of duty. I make

no pretenfions to an uncommon fhare of patriotifm. l:.xck..xyeBProfeﬁia s -

of that kind do frequently, and many times jultlys excite fufpicion. ~ 8T
hope that my age and ftanding in fociety will be, 'in fome meafure, fuff-
ient to exempt me from the imputation of being aftuated by improper
motlves I know of no interct that I have to ferve but that of my coun-
try. I am afraid that this addrefs will prove longer than to be pleafing ei-
ther to myﬁ,if or my readers. I fhall endeavour, on every point which L
may {ind it neceily to touch, to be as concife as poflible. I fhall not enter
into a confiderztion of the fubject of our foreign relations generally,
nor touch them any farther than they are conne&ed with the proceedings
of the laft {eflion of Congrefs. 'The moft prominent fubje@s of that feflion,

and thofe which have c,xcu:ed the greatelt fhaie of public attention, have:

been the occupation of that part of Weft Florida which lies between the
river Perdido and the Miflilippt, by the United States——The diffolution
of the Bank of thie Unit.d Srates, by fuffering the charter to ex[me by its
own limitation—"l'he law pafled for the erettion of the territory of Or-
leans into an indcpendent ftate, and the non-importation law refpeé}gng
goods, wares and merchandize, the productions of Great Britain or its de~
pendencies.  Whatever deference 1 may be difpoftd to pay to the decif-
ions of the majority, on all thefe topics, I was compelled by a fenfe of du-
ty to act with the minority. A few obfegvations e iplanatory of the reafons-
of my conduét on each of thefe points, as well as of my views on the fub-
ject of our forcign relations generally, Ibeg leave to fubmit to your: cqnﬁd-
eration.

As the largelt portion of my obfervations will be on the fubje& of the
non-importation, I {hall bepin wnth that, and fhail probably pretty much in.
vert the order in which t}u. {everal particulars have been mentioned. I fhall
make a few obfcrvations on the policy of what has been generally known
by the name of our refluictive {yftem, which was rommenced by th: Jumd
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fon-importation law ot 18¢§, arrived at its zenith during the embargo,
and was continued in a rather milder form during the non-intercourfe, and
of whicli the prefent nan-impottation {yltem, cafting off its former features
of oftentible neutrality and impattiality, forms a part.

On the general policy of the reftrictive {yftem, I fhall make but a few
obfervations.  On the difcuthon of a late queftion in congrefs, [ mean the
fubje of the renewal of theicharter of the United States’ Bank, much
has been faid upon the very limited powers within which the congrefs of
the United States is reflrited in theit aéts of legiflation ; and ,upon the
neceflity of their confining themfelves {trictly, not only within the {pirit,
but within the very letter of the conttitution. I fhall not fpend time to ¢n.
quire whether a power to give an entire new dire&ion to the induftry and
énergies of an important part of the community—a power to prefcribe to
the citizens of the United States what particular occnpations they (hall or
fhall not purfue, to obtain fubfiltence and comfort from the honelt exertions
of their induftry, comes within thofe very narrow limits prefcribed by the
conftitution. Much lefs will it be necefary to enquire whether a power to re.
ftrain oreven to annihilate commerce, thereby compelling the numerous clafs
of our citizens, dependent for {ubfiftence on that branch of bufinefs, to aban-
don the ocean, & either feek a living in other employments, for which many of
therareincapable, or {tarve, does notimply a powerto prohibit agriculture, ot
prefcribeto the hufbandman what particular articles hefhall cultivate, ot tothe
manufa@urer or mechanic, what particular fpecies of handicraft he fhall pur-
fue. This it would feem was no very limited power. Bat it may be as eafily
found in fonie other implied power in the conftitution, as the powers nec-
eflary to carry our reftriGtive fyftem into effet, can be implied in the gen-
eral power velted in congrefs to regulate commerce. It is, however, its
expediency and policy alone which I fhall confider. To this, many ob.
jeGtions prefent themfelves. In the firflt place, if we have any enemies

~whom we ought to confider as fuch, it is rather holtile to ourfelves than to
them. Whatever may have been the inconveniences it may have occa-
fioned to foreign nations, it has operated with the greateft feverity againft
our cwn citizens, and againlt the refources of our own government. As
t refpects the latter—thofe boafted millions, which, at the coinmence-
“meot of this fyftem, were accumulated in the trealury, which were repre.
fented of fuch magnitude, that it was confidered as an object of fuflicient
importance to call for the recom nendation of an amendment of the coniti.
tution to devife ways und means of difpofing of the furplus to advantage,
“have vanifhed, and onr treafury has been reduced fo near to a ftate of
| bankruptey, as to render it neceffary to borrow large fums. A loan to
"confiderable amount was authorifcd by the fivft fefhon of the eleventh
" congrefs, but no nioney was borrowed under that law. By the law of the
fecond feflion, a loan of three miilions feven hundred and fifty thoufand
dollars was authorifed.  Of this fum, 2,750,cco were atually borrowed.
By the law of the fetlion lately clofed, another loan of §,0c0,c00 has
teen authorifed. Had it not becen for our own commercial reftri&@ions,
there cannot be a coubt but the revenue would have been adequate to all
the exigencies of government, and a furplus left in the treafury, without
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having recourfe to loans, notwith{tanding all the embarraflments thrown is
the way of our commerce by the decrees and orders of foreign powers, A
lofs (till more ferious has been experienced by our citizens in confequence
of this fyftem. 1t will not be an extravagant calculation, fhould it be faid
that the property of American citizens, which has been facrificed to an
experiment duning the. continuance of the embargo, non-intercourfe, &c.
&c. has been more than twice the amount of our national debt. The late
law threatens to operate more feverely upon our own citizens than any of
the former. Under the embargo, our citizens were permitted to bring
their veflels and property home ; and the operation of the non-intercourfe
was {o long fufpended, that the merchant was under no neceflity to expofe
his property to feiaure. But the prefent law takes effe® at a time when
the {pring importations juft begin to come in, and when the merchant
could in no way evade the rifk at leaft, if not the entire lofs of his prop-
erty. »

jI{t is worthy of obfervation, that the property, at prefent liable to feiz.
ure and confifcation under the prefent non-intercourfe law, had all become
bona fide American property, before it was poflible for the American mer-
chant to know that there was any law te prohibit 1ts importation into this
country.  Orders for the {pring importations are ufually fent to Eurepe
in Auguft, September, or O&ober—at lcaft before it could be known in
this country that any fuch thing as a non-intercourfe was contemplated,
Thefe orders are given to agents and fators ta execute, and whem exe-
cuted, the property becomes the property of the American merchant, be-
ing either paid for or the payment fecured, and is no lorger at therifk of -
the Britifh merchant. This was done before it could be known that there
was any profpe@® of a mnon-importation taking place. Dy this law, it is
either locked up in a foreign country, where the owner can make no ufe
of it, at the rifk of the American merchant, or, on its importation into the
United States, is immediately liable to feizure and confifcation. The
cafe of the Weft India merchants is ftill hardet.  In general, thefe are
not men of large capital, Many of them embark with their little all,
which they have acquired by many years of perfevering induftry, on board
of a fmall fhip. According to the ufual routine of bufinefs in the Wet
Indies, thefe cargoes are trufted out, and the return cargo cannot be ob.
tained until the coming in of she next crop. In March or April, he ufual-
ly obtains his return cargo, and proceeds for the Urited States. Before
intelligence, of a date pofterior to the fecond of ¥ebruary, arrives from
Great Britain to the Iflands, although he may have hear! of the procla-
mation, it is impoffible for him to know that the law has taken effe®. He
has intentionally violated no law, and aually violated none of which it
was poffible e could have obtained the knowledge-~and repairs to his na-
tive country with the profpet of reaping, in the bofom of his family, the
rewards of his toil and danger : but in that country, in which, above alf
others, he has been taught to expe& protection, his all is arrefted and cone
fifcated by an a& of barefaced robbery and injuftice, which could fcarcely
have been exceeded had it been his lot to have been taken by an Algering
corfair. And wherefore is all this? Will it compel foreign nations to
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refped our rights—to rob, plunder, and ruin our own citizens ? I believe
aot.

With refpect to the influence of our reftrictive {yftem upon foreign na-
tions, we have been in the habit of overrating its importance. We have
feemingly confidered our commerce as a boon offered to foreign nations,
by which they are in a manner the only gainers, and the only fufferers by
its lofs. This pronenefs to overrate our importance to the commercial world
has been riot one of the leaft of our foibles. Of this, a fair expenment was
madeduringthe continuance of the embargo. Itwas predicted that this ftiong
meafure was almoft to {pread ftarvation through the world, and bring the
mations of Europe, particularly Great Britain, againft whom it appears to
have been principally levelled, to our féer. * An éxperiment of more than
fourteen months taught us our miftake. Whatever partial or temporary
inconvenience it might be to other nations, none were fo deeply injured as

ourfelves. Both the number of our fhips and the amount of mercantile
capital were diminifhed, and the number of our feamen more reduced, than
by all the impreflments which have taken place fince that was firft com-
plained of as a grievance ; and many advantageous branches of commerce
perhaps irrecoverably loft, by other nations being compelled to explore new
fources of fupply ; or at leaft many years of commercial profperity mnit
elapfe before they are recovered. The embargo was fucceeded by its le-
gitimate offspring, the non-intercourfe. This too has had a fair trial ; but
after the failure of the {tronger meafure, what fuccefs could be expe&ed
from one confeffedly weaker? Much lefs is any favourable refult to be
expected from the operaticn of the prefent law, where all the property,
that is to be expeéted will meet confifcation under 1t, was, at the time xn
which it was pafled, bona fide American,

Indeed, the whole fyftem {cems to be a co- operauon with foreign na-
tions in our own deﬁru&non European nations injure us by depriving us,
in fome meafure, of the liberty of the feas; by feizing our property on the
ocean, or by feizing and confilcating it after it had entered their ports, in
dire violation both of the law of nations and the rights of hofpitality.
This injary falls principally upon our merchants who were profecuting a
Jawful commerce ; and in order to induce foreign nations to refpe& our
rights, we redouble the blow, by taking & few more fteps towards their ru.
in. It is faid that both France and Great Britain, but particularly the
Jatter, is jealous of our growing commercial profperity, and wifh to deftroy
it. Admitied, and, as if they did not do the work with fufficient rapidi-
ty, we lend a helping hand by our reftrictive {yftem, which lays the axe to
the root; both caufes operating together to precipitate the ruin of our com-
merce, like the hail and the locults of Egypt, the one deftroying what the
other had left. But what benefit is to refult from all this lofs and incon-
venience, unlefs it be to forward the v:ews of a tyrant who is ruining and
barbarizing [Surope ?

But fuppofing fome good confequences might be fuppofed to refult from
the continuance of our reftrictive fyftem, they will be defeated by its be-
ing impradicabie to carry it irto effest.  If Great Britain thould not fo
far rt’ll;ht this hoftile .t;empt which is pointed folely againft her, as to
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make reprifals, it will be found to be impoflible to prevent Britith goods
trom coming into our country, on a fea coaft and frontier which extend
together, nearly three thoufand miles. 100,000 men would not, in that
cafe, be fufficient to prevent it. Perhaps there is no courtry in the world -
into which there has been lefs fmuggling than into the United States 3
none in which the general charaézr of the merchants has been more fait
and honourable. But being once depiived of their accuftomed opportuni-
ty of iraporting goods legally into the courtry, they will be compelled to
commence {mugglers in their own defence, or if our principal merchants
~ thould be found too honourable for fuch an employment, adventurers will
be found in fufficient numbers to fupply their place ; and while the gov- :
ernnient is deprived of its revenue, Britith goods will find their way into
the country, nearly in as great plenty as ever, altho® perhaps at an advanc-
ed price, und all laws to prevent fmuggling will be evaded.

1 hail smly add one remark more upon the pohcy of the reﬁnéhve fyf-
tem, and that is one which is derived from experience, which gives us a
fair ptaéhcal teft of its corre&nefs, i. & Let us compare our fituation dur-
ing the two years and four months in which Embaruo, Non-intercovtfe,
&c. were the orders of the day, with what it was v« only before the
commencement of the fyftem of commercial warfare, but allo with what
it has been fince commerce has been again unfhackled by our own reftric-
tions. Formerly our revenue was abundant, and our treafury oyerflowing.
During the 10th Congrels, it was the almoft inceffant theme of declama-
tion in Congrefs hall, that on acconnt of the operation of the Britith orders
and French-decrees, we could have np commerce even 1f the embargo was
raifed. And this wzs urged as a reafon for continuing it.  But as foon
as our own reftriions were removed, altho’ both the Britith orders in
Council and the Berlin and Milan decrees ftill continued in force, and
notwithftanding the extenfive fyftem ‘of robbery committed in French
ports, a new {pring was given to induftry, and, by an infpedtion of the
amount of bonds in the treafury, it will be found that the publxc revenue
which, by the operation of our reftritive {yftem, was thrown into a deep.
confumpuon, begins to again look up, and to afford the encouraging prof-
pect of being once more adequate to the exigencies of the nation, and our
public coffers begin to be again replenifhed.” "The principal part of this
revenue, during the laft year, has accrued from importations from Great
Britain and her dependencies. "Canit be good policy again to refort to a
fyltem which, if it continues in its prefent form, cannot fail more effe@ual-
ly to exhauft the treafury than at any period heretofore, while there is
the greateft probability that expendnures will increafe ?

But the great argument now urged in favour of the non-importation
fyftem :painlt Great Britain is that we are bound to do it by our own
contract, in order to redeem a pledge given to France by the law of May
1ft, 1610. By the 4¢h fection of the Jaw concerning commercial inter-
courfe, paflfed May 1ift, 1810, it is enalted, ¢ Thatin cale, either Great
Britain or France ﬂmall before the third day of March next, fo revoke or
modify her edi@s that they fhall ceafe to violate the neutral commerce of
the United States, which fa&t the Prefident fhall declare by proclamation,
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and if the other nation fhall not within three months thereafter fo revoke
and modify her ediéts in like manner, then the third, fourth, fifth, fixth,
feventh, eighth, ninth, tenth, and eighteenth fetions of the law to in-
terdict the commercial intercourfe between Great Britain, France and
their dependencies, fhall, after the expiration of three months from the
date of the proclamation aforefaid, be revived and have full force, fo far
as relates to the dominions, colonies, and dependencies of the nation thus
;efuﬁng or negle&ing to reyoke or modify ber edicts in the manner afore-
aid.” | "

At the time when this a& was finally pafled, I had left the houfe and
was on my way home. Although 1 fhould have voted againft it, had 1
peen prefent, yet, when it was introduced into the houfe, I, as well as
many others, confidered it as a marter of very {mall importance ; as rather
a gentle come off from, or abandonment of 3 fyftem of which all had be-.
come heartily tired, than as a meafure which would probably ever have any
pradtical effe@. Experience, and 3 little more reflection has taught it to be a
fpecies of legiflation of the moft dangerous kind; a legiflating the United
States into the power of a foreign government, by pafling a law which it
might .re?uire the confent of another natjon to repeal. This is to eftablifh
a principle which if followed up, amounts to neither more nor lefs than to
Jegiflate away our independence itfelf. The condud@ of the French gov-
ernment, in not revoking the Berlin and Milan decrees, agreeable to the

romife contajned in Cadore’s letter of the sth of Augult laft, afforded a
;air opportunity to efcape out of she fnare by ridding ourfelves of the
whole {yftem. This faycurable oppertunity has not beea embraced. We
have, by a fecond a¢t of legiflation, more thoroughly entangled ourfelves
in our own toils, and now have no alternative left but either to quarrel
with France, or remain entangled in the net we have fpread for ourfelves,
until his imperial majefty is pleafed to releafe us, or until the meafure of
our refiftance to Great Britain {hall come up tv whatever capricious mean-
ing he may fee fit to impofe on what he terms caufing our rights to be ref-

ed.

This a& has the appearance of impartiality, and of confidering the two
pations as on an equal footing at that time. Let us for a moment enquire
what has been the condu& of France towards the United States fince that
period, which lays them under obligations equally binding with a formal
contral, to extend to her the arms of friendfhip, while a holtile front i3
held up to her enemy. At the time when the law of May 1ft, 1810,
was pafled, the famous Rambouillet decree of March 23d, fubjefing to
feizure and confifcation all American veflels which had entered either a
Ftenci port, or thofe of the dependent nations which fhe pleafes to term
allies, at a date pofterior to the preceding May, giving it a retrofpetlive
operation of ten months, was not known in the United States, and na
fuch meafure had been contemplated by the American government. What
has been the condu@® of France under that infamous and outrageous de-
crec?  She has feized and confifcated property to an amount which altho’
it.cannot be precifely afcertained, is immenfe, and cannot be eftimated at
Jels than thirty millions of dollars.  This has been done not only in the



7

ports of France, bat of all the dependent nations under her infiuenice.~
The depredations committed in Denmark, Norwzy, Holland, Swedeny
Leghorn, Naples, Hamburgh, Bremen, &c. may be all confidered as deps
redations of Trance. None of thefe nations would have entertained &
thought of depredating on American commerce, had they not received ore
ders from the palace of St. Cloud. Thefe feizures were made apon pree
tences hitherto unheard of in the annals of civilized nations, in confes
quence of a decree not only retrofpective in its operations but in direét vie
olation of the faith of treaties, and the law of nations, and withouot any
regard to the rights of hofpitality, and was not confined to veffels which
had violated either the Berlin of Milan decrees, or ‘aviy” other municipal
regulation of France. After American veffels had, in purfuit of a mat-
ket, voluntarily repaired either to French ports or thofe of the depend-
ent nations, fuppofing themfelves, for good reafons, to be fafe under the
laws of the feveral countries to which they repaired, th= property of thefe
unfulpecting merchants was feized and confi{cated, and the crews treated
with all the rigor of prifoners of war ; being either immured in dungeons,
or turned out to {tarve in a foreign country, without the common privilege
of prifoners of war, to whom both the laws of humanity and the ufage of
nations affords a fupport, until exchanged or liberated 1 fome other way.
The appropriation of almoft 80,000 dollars during the late fefhon of con-
grefs, in addition to the ordinary funds applicable to the relief of diftreffed
feamen, in order to -enable them once more to return to their country, i8
2 {tanding evidence both of the extent and enormity of thefe outrages, and
of Bonaparte’s love to the Americans, and even this fum is far from ade-
quate to reach every cafe of diftrefs. Many are yet abroad in circum.
ftances of great diftrefs, and unable to return. Numbers have been com-
pelled by dire neceffity to engage on board foreign fhips of war, and are
probably -at this moment engaged in committing depredations on Ameri-
can commerce. Such love as this is like that of the wclf, while the un-
offending American ftands in the place of the lamb. What would have
been the feelings manifefted both in Congrefs and this nation, had -fuch
outrages been committed by the other belligerent ! Would it have been
pafled over fo tamely as ia the prefent inftance 2 Would any fuch palliat-
ing milk and water apology have been made, as that it was done under a
mifconftruction, or mifconception of a law of Congrefs? I truft not.

In fuch a ftate of things, the idea which muft naturally firike the
mind is, that in {fuch a modification of her edifts as that they would
ceafe to violate our neutral commerce, provifion muft be made for the
reftoration of the property feized and confifcated under the Rambou.
illet decree. But is any fuch provifion made ? No, nor is there the molt
diftant profpe held out that it may be reftored, or even become a fubje&
of negociation hereafter. On the contrary, we are told that. the property
was feized by way of reprilals and thelaw of reprifals muft govern.

By adverting to the public documents this appears at firft to have
been the fenfe of the American executive, and that Gen. Armitrong
was not by his inftruétions, which it has been {een fit to make public, author-
ifed to enter into any arrangement which did not comprife in it a reftoration
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of the fequeftered property. Smith’s letter to Armftrong, July 5, 1810,
public documents, page 37, ¢ He (the Prefident) inftruéts you partic-
ularly to make the French Government fenfible of the decp impreffion
made here, by fo fignal an aggreflion on the principles of juftice and good
faith (as the feizures and confifcations abovementioned) and to demand
every reparation of which the cafe is fufceptible. If 1t be not the pur-
pofe of the I'rench government to remove every idea of friendly adjuit-
ment with the United States, it would feem impoffible but that a recon-
fideration of this violent praceeding muft lead to a redrefs of it, as a pre-
liminary to a general accommodation of the differences between the two
countries.”” The fubjeét is agrin intreduced in the fame letter, pap= 39.
¢ As has been heretofore f{tated to you, a fatisfatory provifion for re-
ftoring the property furprifed and feized by the order and at the inftance
of the French government mult be combined with a repeal of the French
edi&s, with a view to a non-intércourfe with Great Britain. Such a
provifion being an indifpenfible evidence of the juft purpofe of France to-
wards the United States. And yon will moreover be careful in" arrang-
ing fuch a provifion, for that particular cafe of fpoliations, not to weaken
the ground on which a redrefs of others may be jultly purfued. It far-
ther appears to have been the fenfe of the American government, even at
the time when the Berlin and Milan decrees were,- by the Prefident’s
proclamationy declared to be no longer in force, that this revocation was
to be combined with a refloration of the property. Smith’s letter to
Armftrong, Nov. 2, printed documents page 42, It is to be remarked
moreover that in iffuing the proclamation it has been prefumed that the
requifition contained in that letter (viz. the letter of July the 5th) will
have been fatishied. This prefumption is not only favoured by the natur~
al connexion of the policy and juftice of the reverfal of that fequeftration,
but is ftrengthened by concurrent accounts thro’ different channels, that
fuch property as has been fequeftered has been aGtually reftored.” The
fame demand is urged, and expe&ation exprefled, in another letter of
Nov. 5, documents page 48, in a paflage too long to be here inferted,
Thus we fee that Gen. Armftiong was limited by exprefs inftrucions,
from acceding to any arrangement which did mot comprife in it a provifion -
for the reftoration of the fequeftered property, and that, even when the
proclamation opening an intercourfe with France was iflued, this appears
to have been the fenfle of the American government. On what poflible
grounds the American minifter could accept of an entirely different ar-
rangement, one which made a facrifice of thirty millions of prope;/?{ at
leallt, an obje&: of far greater iniportance than both the Berlin and Milan
decrees combined, without fuch an exprefs violation of his inftru&ions as
would exempt the United States from all obligations to ratify the arrange-
inent, it is difficult to corjeture, unlefs by admitting a fuppofition fo difs
honourable that 1 would not with to harbor it for a fingle moment, that
he was furnifbcd with a double fet of inftructions; the one contained in
language official, and intended for publication, the other in a language cons
fidential, and not to be trufted to the infpe&ion of the vulgar eye. No
adjultment therefore which did not make provifion for the reftoration of
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the fequeltered Américan propetty, could render the United States pledga
ed to France to revive the non-intercourfe again{t Great Britain, in cafe fhe
did not withdraw her orders in council. In what particular view of out
relations with France the opinion of the executive has been changed, if it
has indeed undergone a changé, we are not told. However this reftora-
tion feems to have been abandoned, as a preliminaty, it is flill infifted u
on as a right. Has any patt of this reafonable expeation of the United
States been fulfilled on the part of the French government 2 Or has any
encouragement been held out that thefe immenfe fpoliations may be com.
penfated at {omie future time ! No, riothing of this. Without advertingto othet
paffages in thedocuments; Gen: Armftrong’s queftion to the dukeof Cudore;”
with the duke’s anfwer, is conchifive. Gen, Armftrong’s letter is dated
Sept. 7, and is to be found in printed docurtients, page 133. ¢ Isit his
majefty’s will that the feizures made in the ports of Spain and other places
fhall become a fubje& of prefent or future negociation between the two
governhents, or are the aéts already taken by his méjelty to be regarded as
conclufive againft remuneration 2 . The anfwer is plain and explicit, con~
tained in a letter from the duke of Cadore to Gen. Armiftrong, dated
Sept. 12, dociments, page 135. ¢ As to the merchandize confifcated, it
having been confifcated as a meafure of reprifal, the principles of reprifal
mauft be the law in that affair.” - ' - -
The queftion now is whethier the United Statés, having entered into am
arrangement with the diftinct underftanding that the property feized and
confifcated, in fuch an outrageous and unheard of manner, and to an im«
men{e amount, fhould be reftored, or at leaft n3ade the fubje@ of future ne<
gociation; were bound to make fuch a great facrifice as the adoption of the
non-importation fyftem, to redeem the pledge given to France ia the law
of May, 18to (while the had fulfilled no part of this reafonable expedta~
tion) a meafure which muft be a grear facrifice of reveriue by the govern~
ment, be produive of much individual diftrefs, and may,; probably; ine
volve us in a deftruétive and ruinous war. _ e
. With refpe@ to the fubje@ of compenfation for fpoliations, thete is
fomething in the documents publicly communicated, which is either hard
to be underftood or difficuit to reconcile. We are told by Mt. Ruffel,
the American charge des affaires, in his letter to the duke of Cadore of
Dec. 10, that no official account of his leteer of the gth of Auguft, an~
nouncing the revocation of the decrees, left France before Sept. 2g,.at
which time Armitrong’s letter of the 7th, and Cadore’s anfwer of the
12¢h of that montl, it would feem, mult of courfe go with it. = With this
ddcdment in their hands; how the American government could prefume
that the requifition contained in Smith’s letter of the sth of July, in rela-
tion to the confifcated property, fhould have been fatisfied, when told the
contrary in the moft explicii terms; remains to be explained. She here
not only delays to make the expected remuneraticn, but, with the greateft
{ing froid imaginable, the tells us that {he never will. |
What elfe has France done to lay the United States under obligation
to make {o great a facrifice 2 Does {he merit it on account of her polite

treatment of the American government and people ? Or is it becaufe fhe
B
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has inflidted upon us merited chaftiferent, then told us we deferved it,
and we with mecknefs receive the chaltifement and kifs the tod ? QOne
would be almoft tempted to think that this was the cafe, by comparing the
treatment received at that coure with the tamenefs with which we have
received it. Cadore’s letter of Feb. 14, 1810, about five wecks previous
to the outrageous Rambouillet decree, tops the climax of abufe. Printed
documents page 111. ‘“ His Majefty could place no reliance on the
proceedings of the Unized States, who having no ground of complaint
agaioft France, comprifed her in their a@s of exclufion, and fince the
month of May, have forbidden the entrance to their ports of French vef-
fels, under the penalty of confifcations  As foon as his majelty was in-
formed of this.-meafure, he confidered hirifelf hound to otder reprifals on
American veflels, not only in his territory but likewife in the countries
which are under his influence. In the ports of Holland, of Spain, of
Italy and of Nuples, American veflels have beer feized, becaufe the A.
mericans h:.ve feized Irench veflcls. The Americans cannot hefitate as
to the part which they are to take ; they ought either to tear to pieces
the aé of their independence, and to become again, as before the vevolu.
tion, the fubje@s of Englanq, or to take fuch meafures as.that their com.
merce -and induftry thould not be tariffed by the Englith, which renders
them more dependent than Jamaica, which at leaft has its affembly of
tepreféntatives and its privileges.  Men withoat jult political views, with-
out hooour, without erergy, may alledge that payment of the tribute im+
jofed by England miay be fubmitted to, becaufe it is light ; but why will
they not perceive that the Englith will ro fooner have obtaioed the ad-
miflion of the principle, than they will raife the tariff in fuch a way, that
the burthen at firft light, becoming infupportable, it will become neceffary
to fight for inrzreil, after having refufed to fight for honour.”

Taking this language, in connexion with the feizure and confifcation
which followed, it may be confidered as good found le@uring conpne&ted
with pretty fevere corretion. Nothing equals the infolence of fuck
‘treatment; unle(s it be the parience and {ubmitlhon with which it is borne.
It this treatment paved the way for the removal of difficulties between
France and the United Btates, the method muft be confcfied to be rather
"novel.  In ordinary cafes an Ambaflador, after receiving fuch treatment,
would have demanded his pallyorts and withdrawn, But the American
-policy is pacific and their temper forbearing.  [n the difpute which took
‘place, however, with Mr. Jacklon, I faw no fymptoms of extraordinary
forbearance.

[ huve proceeded thos fir on the prefumption that the Berlin and Mi.
lan decrees were, iplo fucto, repealed on the it of November. I fhall
now proceed to a more particular examination of that fad.  We have
the duke of Cadore’s promife either abfclute or conditional, that the Ber-
lin and Milan decrees were revoked, and would ceafe to operate on the
firlt of November, couched in language by no means foothing, in a letter
t0 Gen,” Armftrong, of tha §th of Auguft, doc. page 127.  Now Con-
-grefs retrace their (feps, and revoke the.act of the iirlt of March,  The
ports of Anerica are open to French commerce, and France is no longer
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mterdicted to the Americans,  In fhort Congrels engages to oppole itfeli
to that one of the belligerent powers, which fliould refufe to acknowledge
the rights of neutrals. 1n this new ftate of chings, 1 am agthorifed to de-
clare to you, that the Berlin and Milan decrees are revoked, and that af-
ter the firft of November they will ceafe to have effe@. It being under-
ftood that, in coufequence of this declaration, the Englifh fhall revoke
their orders in Council, and renounce the new princy| u!es of blockade they
have withed to eftablifh, or that the United States, cconformabl- to the aét
you have juft communicated, will caufe thclr rights to be refpe@ed by the

Englifh.”

&Jhether this promifed repeal is abfolute or conditional, may admit of a
difpute, It depends upon one of two contingencies. But if it is to be
confidered as an abfolute promife of a repeal, as it feems to have been
viewed both by the American minifter and executive, where is the evi-
dence that it has been fulfilled. So far as there was any obligation in the
cafe it was mutual.  If France has negle&ed to fulfil her promife, the U,
States are abfolved fron all obligations to revive the non-intercourfe. I in-
tend no refleGion upon the prefident of the United States for iffuing his
proclamation.  Agreeable to the courtefy ufually pradiced bet.ween na-
tions, the declaration of the sth of Auguft, comirg from an accredited
fource, might be evidence fufficient to him, of the intentions of the French
government, on which to iffue his proglamation, He had formerly adopt-
éd the fame principle in his arrangement with Mr. Erlkine, in April,
1869. As foon as the news of this arrangement reached Great Britain,
it was promptly and publicly difavowed, and, on obtaining the koowledge
of that difavowal, a counter proclamation was.iffued, recalling the firit.
Had the Dritih government, inftead of openly difavowing the arrange-
ment, fuffered the orders in council to, operate filently, and to. entrap the
American merchant, would it have been confidered by the American gov-
ernment as a repeal of the orders, or would the United States have
confidered themfelves as bound by thls part of the engagement 2 I believe
not.  So different was the condué of the Britifh govenment on this occa-
“fion, that the difavowal was not only prompt and opgn, but veflels which
left the United States under the faith of that arrangement, were exempt-
ed from the operation of the orders. Is there now {ufficient reafon, not
only for the law to go into operation agreeable to the prefident’s procla-
'matnon, but for alfo reinforcing it with a new a& of le giflation, when,
fo long alterwards, we have no evidence of the ceﬂlmon of the praéhcal
effedts of the decrees, either in the ports of France or of the other nations
of Europe under her controul ?

I'he evidence however which here prefents itfelf to view is not all mere-
- ly of the negative kind, or a mere want of evidence, We have proof,
both pofitive and oﬂiual that even if a mere nominal repeal of the decrees
fhould have taken place ar that time, it was but merely nominal, a bare-.
faced tantalizing of the American government, by pretending to.offer a
boon with the one hand, and {natching it away with the other, and that
fuch reftrictions are {till laid on American commerce, by the entire prohi-
vition of certain articles, the exportation of which is of the greatet confe-
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quence to the United States, by the impofition of fuch enormous dutieg
as are tantamount to a prohibition. and by limiting the trade to a few li-
cenfed veflels failing from particular ports which fhe has been pleafed to
defignate, as to render a nominal repeal of the decrees nugatory. It is

not ‘prefumed that the prefident " ifflued his proclamation with the
knowledge of thefe reftrictions. They were at that time unknown in the
United States. But have we good reafon to exclude ourfelves by our
own reftritions, from a commerce with Great Britain and her dependen-
c'es, while, by théfe new commercial regulations, we are more effectually
excluded from all commerce, not only with France but with the centinent
of Europe, than by the decrees and orders both. " I cannot give a better
“view of the light in which the A'merican:government viewed the opera-

tion of thefe refltri@ions, than by adverting to M. Sm:th’s letter to Gen.

Turreau, of Dec. 18." ¢ From your letter it appears that the importation

inte France of cotton and tobacco, is at this time fpec;ally prohibited.

From the decree of July the 15th it moreover appears that there can be
no ‘importation into France, but on terms and conditions utterly inadmif-

fible, and that therefore there can be no importation at all of the following
articles, the produce of the United States,’ viz. fith-oil, dye-wood, falt-
fith, cod-fith, hides and peltry. * As thefe enumerated articles con(htute
the great mafs of the exports of the United States to France, the mind is
naturally awakened to a furvey of the actual condition of the commerclai
relations between the two countries, and to the confideration, that no prac-
tical good, worthy of notice, has refulted to the United States, from the
zevocation of the Berlin and Milan decrees, combined as it unexpe&edly
has been, with 2 change in the commercial {yftem of Erance, {o momen-
tous to the United States.  The aét of Congrefs of May laft had for its
o,bje& not merely the recognition of a fpeculative principle, but the enjoy-
mentof afubftantial benefit. The overturetherein prefented, obvioufly embrac-
ed the idea of commercial advantage. It included a reafonable belief that an
abrogation’of the Berlin and Milan decrees would leave the ports of France
as free for the introduction of the products of the United States, as they
were prévioufly to the promulgation of thefe decrees. The reftriGions of
the Berlin and Milan decrees; had the effc& of reftraining the American
merchants from feoding their veflels to France. The interdicions that
have been fubftituted againtt the admifion of American produds will have
the {ame effed of 1mpoﬁn% upon them an equal reftraint. If then, for the
revoked decrees, municipal laws producing the fame commercial effect have
been fubflituted, the mode only and nat the meafure has undergone an al-
teration. And however true it may be, that the change is lawful in form,
it is neverthelefs as true, that it is effentially unfriendly, and that it des
. mot at all comport with the ideas infpired by your letter of the 27th ult.
. in_which you were pleafed to declare the diftinétly pronounced intention
- of favcuring the commercial relations between France and the U. States,
in all the obje@s of traffic, which fhall evidently proceed from their agri-
| culture or manufaflures. [f France, by her own adls, has blocked up her
| ports againit the introdu&ion of the produds of the United States, what
. motive has this government, in a difcufllon with a third power, to infift on
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the privilege of going to France ! Whence the inducement to urge the
annulment of a blockade of France, when, if anaulled, no American car-
gues could obtain a market in any of her ports ? In fuch a ftate of things,
a blockade of the coaft of France would be to the United otates as unim-
portant as a blockade of the Cafpain fea.”

Not barely thefe paragraphs but the whole of Secretary Smith’s letter
fhows in the moft clear and convincing manner, that the United States are
in the prefent flate of things obligated to take no fteps whatfoever againt
Great Britain, in order to redeem any pledge given'to France by the law
of May laft. Conne&ed with thefe things we are n ' unfurnithed with
~ evidence that even a nominal tepeal of the decrees has .ot taken place, or

at leaft had not long after the firft of November lalt. We may firft notice
the official letter of Mr. Ruffel, the American charge des affaires, in the
cafe of the Orleans packet which arrived at Bordeaux in the month of
December’; and was immediately fequeftered under the Berlin and Milan
decrees. This Mr. Ruffel remarks ih his letter to the duke of Cadore of
December 10, was the firft veffel which had arrived in France- after the
firlt of November on which the decrees could operate, and they did eper-
ate upon it, & he tells the French government that it will not be pretended
that the decrees have been in faét revoked. We have alfo unofficial in-
formation of confiderable weight received by three different arrivals from
France fince the firft of November, all which attefts that'the decrees con.
tinued in operation, viz. By the paflengers in the thip commodore Rog.
ers, which brought ont the new minifter,- Mons. Serrurier, who left Bay-
onne abaut the lalt of Décember, and by the Maria Louifa, Capt. Skid-
dy, which failed from Bordeaux about the ift or 2d of January, and by
the Ofmin, which left Rochelle as late as the middle of ‘that menth, all
which atteff that the decrees were in operation and American veflels
fubjected tn feizure and fequeftration. T
‘The two particulars following are withont doubt official ; although not
immediately refpeéting this country, they are not officially commuricated.
The firft is extracted from a lengthiy report of the minifter of foreign rela-
tions to the emperor in the fitting .of the confervatiye fenate, Dec, 10,
1810.  “ Sire, as long as England fhall perfift. in her orders. in councily your
majefly will perfiff in your decrees. Xour mujéfly avill oppofe to the blackade
of the coafls the continental blockadey and to the pillage on the feas the confifea-
tion of Englifb goods on the continent.”. 'This minifter of foreign relations
is the fame identical duke of Cadore, who was the organ through whem
the repeal of the Berlin and Milan decrees was announced on the fifth of
“Auguft. Here then we have the duke of Cadore verfus the duke of Ca-
(‘.!ore-[-}Cadore on the tenth of December verfus Cadore on the fifth of
Auguft. | ; ‘

What follows is from another report made by the count Semonville to
the confervative fenate, in the name of a fpecial committee, on the fubjeét
of the annexation of Hamburgh and the other Hanftowns to France.—
"The report was made Dec. 13, and is extra&ted from the Hamburgh Cor-
-refpondenten of the 25th. The extratt is as follows. ¢ From the period of

the armed neutrality, England believed that fbe could give a greater feope 0 ber



14

gfurpations, without danger and awithout bindrance. Men looked forward to
a period awhen aveighty reprifals (bould render a return to juflice neceffary.
Z'his time is now come.  The decrees of Berlin and Milan are the anfaver to
the orders in council.: The Britif cabinet didated them to France. Europe
receives thofe decrees as its low book, and this law book will be the palladium
of the liberty of the feas. Lot England abjure her haughtinefs ; let her re-
ploce neutrals in their rights.  Fuflice has never ceafed to demand this of ber.”?
Decrees, ceafing to have effe® on the firlt of November, the law book of
Europe the thirteenth of December ! Strange inconfiftency.

But it is faid that thefe decrees refpet England alone, and have no ref-
erence to the United States. It is granted that hoth the decrees and
otders have a more immediate reference to'the oppofite beiliperent than tq
the United States, and it is hardly fuppofable that either of them is a&tu-
ated merely by a regard to neutrals in calling upon them to interfere. No.
France might ena as many decrees as fhe pleafes, and England iffue an e-
qual number of orders in council; if they operated on the United States
alone, and were no inconvenience to the oppofite belligerent, they would
not interfere. It-is becaufe a fyflem which injures the belligerent, is
injurious to peutrals, that the call is made on them to interfere. Let
us: hear thie gxplanation of our own government on this fubject—Mr. Smith
to Gen, Turreau, Dec. 16, ¢ The Britifb edifls may be viewed as having
a deubly relation ; fir/l, to0 the wrong done to the United States ; fecond, to the
wwrong done {o France. And it is iu the latter relation only that France has
a right to [peak.”’.  Mutatis mutandis. ‘The fame obferyations are applica-
ble to the French edicts, as they refpe@ Great Britain.  Dut it feems that
now Cadore has declared the decrees revoked, and the prefident having
declared the fame by praclamation, England is pledged to withdraw her
orders in council and cannot contirne them withont a manifeft breach of:
faith, and has no right to complain, although the decrees, fo far from be-
ing vevokéd; flill continie to-operate againft her with more than Vandal
fury. It wasprobably with a view to bring the United States and Great
Britain into collifion, by rendering it impracicable in the prefent ftate of:
things for her to withdraw her orders in council, that the late burning fyf-
tem was commenced. It is to be obferved that France can operate upon
Great Britain with cffe® only upon land.  Her blockade of the Britifa
iflands was merely nominal, and probably never raifed the rate of infurance
to Great Britain fo much as cne per cent. The Britith orders are no
doubt a real annoyance to France. - That fhe fhould give up her orders in
council, merely for France’s giving up her nominal blockade, while the.
French decrees operated with the utmoft violence on fhore, was hardly
to be expeéted.  Accordingly, the promife on the part of Great Britain
to withdraw her orders in conncil, did not reft on fuch a mere nominal re-
peal of the decrees, with regard. to the United States, as left them in full
force againt her, but comprifed in it areftoration of the commerce of neu-
trals, to the fame ftate it was in ‘prior to the exiftence of the decrees, If.
in the prefent {tate of things, therefore, and while what is called the conti-
nental fyflem rages with all its virulence, fhe fhould be induced to relinquith
ber orders in :ouncil, it muft be from confiderations entirely diftingt from
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any nominal repeal of the decrees which may kave taken place! [ fhalt
only mention one confideration mere, which affords, at leaft, a very ftrong
prefumption that no actual repeal of the decrees has iaken place, i. €. thas
the new French minifter has made no communication on the fubje®. Had
any fuch communication been made, it would, without doubt, have been
communicated to congrefs before the clofe of the feffion. No fuch com«
‘munication was made, and it was the general underftanding at Wathingtony
that he had none to make. When his arrival was firft announced, it was
given out that he was undoubtedly charged with {atisfadtory explanationsy
not only on that, but upon eyery ather fubject of difpute. Indeed, what«
ever doubts fome might entertain of their fincerity, it. was the expectation
of all thai he would come plentifully furnifhed with fair promifes at leaft.
That he appears to be unfurnifhed even with that cheap commodity, at a'
time when fuch an anxiety was excited on the fubje@ of the decrees, taken
in connexion with other evidences, affords conclufive proof'that no repealy
at leaflt no efficient praltical repeal had taken place. .- . . .,
I fhall not, however, pafs over in filence fome fuppoied evidences, thae
the decrees are repealed, in addition to Cadore’s letter of Augdft 5. Hexs
our attention is firft dire@ed to the letter of Mr. Ruflell; the; American
charge de affaires at Paris, to Mr. Pinkney, dated Dec. 1, and to: the long
communication of Mr. Pinkney to the marquis Wellefley, of De¢: 10,=
Mr. Ruffel obferves to Mr. Pinkney, that the decrees of Berlin and Milan
had not been executed on any veflel of the United States for an eatire
month preceding, for the beft of all poflible reafons, viz. that, during that
period, no American veilzl had entered a French port, on which the daa
crees could operate. Mr. Pinkney’s letter to lord Wellefley is by fome
confidered as conclufive on the fubje® Lord Wellefley had imformed
'Mr. Pinkney by an official note of Dec. 4, that, after the moft accarater
enquiry, he had not been able to obtain any authentic intelligenee of the
actual repeal of the French decrees, and requefts Mr. Pinkney farther,
that if he was in poffeffion of any fuch information, he would be happy to
receive it. M. g’oinkney’s anfwer is long and diffufe, but inftead of ftat-
ing fadts of which it is to be prefumed he had none in his poffeffion, he
enters on a laborious courfe of reafoning on Cadore’s letter of the fifth.of
Auguft, which he calls precifion itfelf, and on the information he had re-
ceived from Mr. Ruffell, that no cafe had come to his knowledge on the
firlt of December, on which they had operated fince the firft of Novem.
ber, but in the whole letter, which occupies almolt thirteen printed pages,
he is unable to ftate a fingle inftance, wherein the operation of thefe de-
crees has been fufpended, in which it was poflible for them to operate. [
have neither time nor inclination, in this addrefs, to make particular re.
marks on this fingular piece of diplomacy. In general, it has the com-
plexion of the argument of an attorney, labouring hard to influence a jury
in favor of his client, by fubftituting reafoning to fupply the place of evi-
dence. With what emotions lord Wellefley read it is uncertain, but P
think that of courfe they muft be different from convition. But whateva
er fhadow of evidence there may be, either in Ruflell’s letter of Dec. 1,

or in Pinkney’s laboured addrefs, it is all fwept away, by Raffell’s fubfe.
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quent letters of Dec. 10, & 11, in which he (tates that the Orleans pack-
et was the firlt American veflel on which the decrees could have operated,-
and on this they did operate. I do not fay that in timing the publication
of thefe letters of Mr. Ruffell, there was any thing like management ; but
by compating the times when they were communicated to congrefs there
i8 really fome appearance of it.  Mr. Ruffell’s letters, of Dec. 10 & 11,
were commanicated to congrefs Jan. 3x. His letter of Dec. 1, was not
communicated until Feb. 19. Was this to give it, in the view of fuperfi-
cial obfervers, ihe oftenfibie appearanée of being of a fubfequen: date ? or
was it becaufe a letter of Dec. 1, did not come to hand until nearly three
weeks wfter on€ of the 11th? che )
.- We gre next directed to a communication ¢f the grand judgé and min-
ifter of juftice, the Juke of Maffa, to the counfellor of ftate, prefident of the
council of prizes, and another from the duke of Gacte minifter of finance
~ to the dire@or general of the caftoms. Thefe letters are both of the fame
date, viz. Dec. 25, and both to the fame effe®. At that time it is not
pretended shat the decrees were a&tually repealed.  But after reciting Ca-
dore’s note of the §th of Auguft, and adverting to the prefident’s procla-
mation ¢f the 2d of November, it is added—* In confequence of this en-
gagement entered into by the government of the United States, to caufe
their rights 10 be refpected, his majefty orders that all the caufes which may
be pending in the council of prizes, of capturés of American veflels made
after - the firft of November, and thofe that may in future be brought
bBefore it, fhall not be judged according to the principles of the decrees of
Berlin and Milan, but that they fhall remain fufpended, the veffels captur-
ed or feized to remain only in a flate of fequeftration.”’—i. e. the few
veflels ' which may have arrived fubfequent to the firft of November, with-
out any reference to former emormons fpoliations. Will it be faid that
~while. veffels are ftill held in a ftate of fequeftration, which was to be their
fituation until the 2d of Febraary the decrees had ceafed to operate ? [
believe not.  There feems here to be a clafhing between the views and
proceedings of the French government, and the law of Cobjrefs of Ma
t, 1810. By that law it was declared neceffary for the belligerent ﬁrf{
revoking his decrees, to truft the United States three months for the fuls .
filment'of their engagenrent, or the performauce on their pars of interdit-
ing intercourfe with the other. But Napoleon had faid as early as Feb:
14, that he could place no confidence in the Americans. All that waé
tequired on the one hand and promifed on the other, as a condition of
the repeal of the decrees. when that repcal was announced i Cadore’s
letter of the gth of Auguft, was refiftance to the orders in council, agree-
able to the principles of the Jaw of May 1ft; which required the credit of
three months. That law was fully complied with, when the prefident ifs
fued his proclamation. 'F'hat proclamation was now in the hands of the
French goverment.  Still his majefty cannot truft the Americans. ,Some-
thing farther muft be dene after the 2d of I'ebruary. The decrees are on-
ly fufpended. The property which either had then arrived, Dec. 25, or
which might arrive previous to the faid 2d of February, although not de«
finitively confifcated, was to be hzld in a flate of fequeftration, a fate
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from wlilch little A merican property has ever retarned. I wasin hopes that
between this collifion of the law of May, 1810, and the difpofition of the
emperor not to truft the Americans; we might have got fairly rid of the
temains of our reftriive {y{tem. But it feems this is not the cafe. So
eager does the American government feem, in its wifthes to rufh into the
embraces of the great Napoledn, that the prior claim for a credit of three
months is abandoned. , We confent to pay down, and even in advance,
and to add a work of fupererogation, by paffing a new law, while that of
May, 1810, revivedand put in operation by the proclamation of the prefi-:
dent, was the only meafure on our part which the French governtent:
could require, had they even moft punétually fulfilied their own engages
ment. , .

It is farther fuggefted, as dn eviderce that the decrees ate revoked,
that, fince the firft of November, veflels, or at leaft one veffcl of the U.
States, has altually gone from the U. States to France, and has returned
with a cargo. Butit is to be obferved that prior to the propofal of any
arrangement in relation to the repeal of the decrees, a limited number of
American veflels, not exceeding 30 or 40, were, by a decree of July 15,
1810, permitted, undgr fpecial licences, to carry certain articles to France,
and bring cargoes in_return. Thefe were only to fail from the ports of
Newyork and Charlefton in the United States. Unlefs it be under one
of thefe fpecial licences, 1 believe it wiil be difficult to prove that a fingle
veflel of the United States has entered the ports of Franee, been permit-
ted to difpofe of her cargo and return. Bat tho” one veflel fhoald, under
favour, have been more fortunate than another, this is but a very flender
evidence of the general freedom of commerce. Yet fo eager are fome to
catch at even a thadow of evidence on this head, that, while the detention
of a fingle veflel, by a Britifh cruizer, is an evidence that Great Britain
captures all our veflels, the efcape of one from the devouring fangs of Na-
poleon, is to be received as evidence that he has abandoned his whole fyf-
tem of annoyance of American commerceé. But lét us caft an éye on thé
fituation of our commerce to the continent of Earope generally. Will
American veffels, at this moment, be received with cordiality and hofpi-
wlity, and be permitted to trade cn equal terms, not only in the ports of
France, bat in thofe of Holland, of Denmark, of Sweden; of Ruffia, of
the Hanfetowns, of Leghorn, Naples, or any of the ports of the king-
dom of Italy 2 The contrary is a well knowa fa&. But the moment
the Berlin and Milan decrees are really revoked, ail thefe ports wili be o«
pen to the flag of the United States. If, in fuch a flate of things, there.
fore, we are bound by a contract with France to enter into a ftate of non«p-
tercourfe with Englaad, it muft be with the obligation of a flave to a maf-
ter, or of a vaffal to his liege lord, and not with any obligation which one
independent nation can owe to another.

I have, my fellow citizens; dwelt longer on this topic than I intended,
altho’ obliged to omit feveral things I had propofed to notice, and touch.
ed others as briefly as pofiible. I have fhown, I think, clearly, that we
were under no obligations tc adopt the prefent {yftem by any pledge give
ea to France in the law of May, 1810 ; it may not be amifs to enquive

C
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bricfly what has béen the corndué of Great Britain, fince the paffage of
the law of May, 1810, which renders the prefent hoftile attitnde towards
her neceflary.  Here it is my wifh not to be mifunderltood. I have no in-
tention to become, at this time, the apologift of Great Britain, or to pal-
hate the attack on the Chefapeake, the murder of Pierce, {o called, the
impreffment of feamen, the interruptions given to the colonial trade, or
any or all the whole lift of grievances, which have, for fo many years, been
topics of complaint, or matters of negaciation. Concerning the compara-
tive magnitade of thefe grievances, different perfons will think differently.
But whatever ‘may be the magnitude of tle injuries we have received, in
all or any of thefe particulars, they have mothing to ‘do with the prefent
fubject. As by the law of May 1, 1816, the two nations were placed on
an equal footing, fo, in order to teft the propriety of the adoption of the
prefent non-importation law, we have only to enquire what has been her
condu& towards the United States ? What has been the condu& of G.
Britain fince that period, fo extremely hoftile, compared with that of
France, as to call for this difcrimination ! Had fhe made an indifcriminate
apture of all American veflels and property, which fhe either met with
on the high feas, or found in her ports, and pled as an apology, that it
was becaufe our non intercourfe law expofed her veflels to condemnation,
it would have been only to imitate what France has done, on a pretence e-
qually unfounded. This fhe has rot done, The American flag has traverfed
the ocean unmolefted, and been reccived in her ports with hofpitality, as
well as in thofe of her allies. Had fhe done this, and in anfwer to var
claims for the reftoration of our property, told us, that the property taken
was taken on the principle of reprifals and the law of reprifals muft govern
in that affair, the feelings of the nation would have been different from
what they are when a fimilar enormity is committed by France. We
would, in that cafe, have heard of nothing fo like an apology, as that it
ivas done on a milconception or mifconftruction of the law of congrefs.
Well, what elfe has the done ?  Has there been of late any increafe of
the evil ot the imprefiment of feamen ¢ Ne.  For feveral years paft there
bas been comparativcly little complaint on that head, and, {believe, an in-
flance can hardly be found, *of one real American feaman, who-has not
been releafed on application, and making proof of his being an American
citizen. Hae the Britifh governnient throngh any of their miniflers treat-
£d the American miniflsr and his government with rudenefs ?  Has Mr.
Piokney been told that the Americans were a nation of poltroons, withs
.out erergy, without honour, and without courage ! By no means. Mr.,
.Pinkney has alvays been treated with civility at leaft,  What then has fhe
.done ?  She has bitherto delayed to ferd another minifter to replace Mr,
: Jackfon, a man of rark, as it wonld fiem that nothing lefs than a noble-
man at leaft can be congenial o the republican habits of the government
.and. people of the United Statcs, and fhe has not as yet withdrawn her or-
-ders in councily nor expredied full faith in the promife of France, by the
‘duke of Cadore.  But the has premifed that as foon as the commerce of
neutrals fhall be reftored to the fitvarion in which it was before the exift-
ence of the French doerees, fhe will ineet it by a vevocation of her orders
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in council. We have a promife irom the one and a promife from the oth-
er. There is a ditference however in the alternatives. The alternative,
on which we have the promife from England, refts folely on fomething to
be done by France, and involves in it no condition which may lead to a col-
lifion between the United States and that power. But the refcinding of the
decrees, although it has been underftood as abfolutely tp take place, on
the 1ft of November, yet this apparently abfolute promife is ftill hampered
with a condjtion, and made to depend on one or other of thefe alterna-
tives. ¢ It being underftood that the Englifh fhall revoke their orders in
council and rengunce their new principle of blockade which they. haye wifh-
ed to eftablith, or that the Unjtcd States, conformable to the a yon havz
juft communicated, will caufe their rights to be refpected by England.” iy
e. go to war, as I prefume we will find the phrafe interpr¢ted by Fraoce.
We bave therefore a promife from the ane, and a promife from the other,
botl” hampered with a condition. In this refpe&, therefare, the nations
ftill ftand on an equal footing. | .

It is neceffary, in the next place, to pafs in review the conda® of the
United States in their attempis to negociate with thefe two powers, for 3
redrefs of the wrongs of which we complain. In their overtures to the
French government, the United States haye pradifed ypon a figure, which
may, I believe, be properly termed the art of finking., At firft, no are
rangement couid be entered into, which did not comprife in it, as a pre»
liminary, the refloration of the fequeftered praperty. By defcending ong
ftep, the infilting upan the reftoration of the property, as a preliminary,
was waved, but nothing was to be dony without a promife of reftoration,
In the next place, even the exalting an exprefs promife was waved, but it
muft be confidered as a fubje either of prefent or future negociation.—
But even this ground was abandoned, and it would feem as if goverament
had concluded to reft contented with a naked repeal of the decrees, withe
out any provifion for the reftoration of the fequeftered property. . As ane
other ftep in the fcale of depreciation, a repeal is accepted which is cone
fefledly adequate to no repeal at all, being accompanied with fuch munici-
pal regulations as are equally vexatious with the decrees themfelves : and
tinally, as the lowelt round in the Jadder of humiliation and fubmiflion, the
law of May is not only permitted to take effect, but is alfo reinforced by
a new aft of legiflation, 10 every view of the fubj=¢t an a& of fupererbga-
tion, without any evidence of even a nominal repeal.  Yet in this ftate of
things we confer al] the boon ypon France, which the could have expe&-
ed, had fhe fulfilled the engagement on her part with thé moft fcrupulous
exactaefs, while not fo much as one of what was jultly termed the reafon.
able expe@ations of the United States was anf{wered.

With refpe& to conceflions required of Great Britain, we do oot reft
fatisfied with demanding all that was contzmplated when the law of May,
1810, was paffed. A new fubjed, viz, that of proclamation or paper
blockades, is now brought into difcuffion for the firft time in: connexion
with our reftriétive fylem. 1 do not mean that thefe blockades by proce
lamation have not been heietofore {ubjects of complaint, or that they may
not contain real matters of grievance, They no doubt conflitute one item
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in the long lift of wrongs, about which we have been complaining, remon-

ftrating, and negociating, for fo many years. But never, that I know of,

have thefe blockades been confidered as one of the caufes either of the

embargo or of any other branch of our reftriive fyftem. No one ever
thought of a non-intercourfe on that account, nor do 1 recollect that the

fubjeé of the blockades was ever fo much as once introduced in any de-

bate on the fubjed, nor were any of our meafures confidered as retaliatory,

or as having any reference to the fubjec of the blockades. But now their
annulment is to be made a fine qua non, in our fettlement with Great Brit-
ain, -~ By fome paffages in the documents, which I fhall not take time to
recite, it would feem as if 2 recal of all thefe blockades, and an entire- re-
punciation of the principle of declaring a. place blockaded: by proclamation
would be required, and the bipckade'of Copenhagen, and of the canal of
Corfu, as well as others, are mentioned. But the'blockade uniformly in-
fifted upon as that which muft at ali events be revoked to prevent the non-
importation from going into effe@, is the blockade of 18c6, commonly call-
ed Fox’s blockade.* = As this blockade appears not to have been well
underftood, and the views of it prefented in the documents do not go to
explain what it is, as diftinguifhed from any other blockade, T mutt crave
a few moments attention while I attempt an explanation of it, as well as of
the light in which it has been formerly yiewed by the American govern-
ment, which may ferve as a clue to difcover the reafon why it is brought
into difcuffion at this time. ‘This I fhall do from public Xocpments offi-
cially communicated to congrefs, in the year 1808." The following noti-
fication of this blockade was communicated 'to Mr. Munroe by Mr. Fox

in a note dated May 16, 1806.  The underfigned, his majefty’s princi-
pal fecretary of ftate for foreign affuirs, has reccived his majelty’s commands
to acquaint’ Mr. Munroe, that the king, taking into confideration the new
and extraordinary means reforted to by the enemy for the purpofe of dif-
trefling the commerce of his {ubjects, has thought fit to diret that the nec-
effary meafures fhould be taken' for the blockade of the coafts, rivers, and
ports, from the river Elbe to the port of Breft, both inclufive, and the faid
coalts, rivers, and ports, are and muft be confidered as blockaded ; but (oé-
Jerve the exception) that his majefty 15 pleafed to declare, that fuch block-
ade fhall not'extend to prevept neutral fhips and veflels, laden with goods,
not being the property of his majefty’s enemies, and net contraband of
war, from approaching the faid coafts, and entering into and fuiling from
the faid rivers and ports (fave and except the coails, rivers, and ports, from
Oftend to the river Seine, already in a ftate of rigorous blockade, and
which are declared to be {o continued) provided the faid thips and veffels,
{o approaching and entering, fhall not have been laden at any port belong-
ing to, or in the poffeffion of any of his majefty’s enemies, and that the fuid

* The obfervations on the bloctade-of 1806, only awith fome wariation in
detailsy have already appeared.in the ¢ Traveller,” and fundry other papers in
the United States. ~ As the writer has no wifb to fbrink from the refponfibility
of that publication, the remarks on that fubje& are again republifoed as a part
of this addrefs. S * -
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fhips and veffels, fo failing from the faid rivers and ports, except as afore.
faid, fhall not be deftined to any port belonging to or in the poflefhion of
any of his majelty’s enemies, nor have previoufly broken the blockade.”

This nominal blockade, (with the exceptic of that from Oftead to
the Seine, which was a fhiick blockade) did not go to prohibit the diret
trade between the 1. States and either France, Spain or their allies. It
merely probibited trade fram one enemy’s port to another. France and
Spain werc then in alliance, and both the enemies of Great Britain.—
iiad thefe countries been both included within this blockading decree, it
would nei have beea lawful for neutrals to trade from France: to Spain;
and vice verfa, or from one poit in France to another port ia.France; e
it was not permitted for thefe countries to carry on tl.cir commerce with
each other under a neutral flag, which would prote@ their property
from feizure, and condemnation, a privilege for their neutrai commerce
which the United States have formally relinquithed. But, with the ex-
ception of thofe places declared to be in a ftate of rigorous blockade, it
gave no interruptian to the direct trade between the U. States, and cither
France, Spain, or any of their allies. -Nor did it interrupt even what was
called the Colonial trade, admitting.that the Colonial aruicles had become
the bopa fide property of citizens of the U. States, and had been entered
into and cleared out from an American port, duties having been paid or
fecured according to law, which was agreeable to an arrangement between
the two governments, of the U. States on the one hand, and of Great
Britain on the other.  Certain it is that, notwith{tanding this blockade,
a free and beneficial commercial iptercourfe continued to be maintained
between the United States and the countries included withiu this decreg
of blockade, until it met with other interruptions.  Equally certain it is
that Mr. Munroe, who was upon the fpot, and who cannot be fufpe@ed of
a want of vigilance, in attending to the intereft of his country, did not
confider this blockade in an unfavourable light, or as being any new griev-
ance to the United States. ' ' |

Copies of three different letters written on the fubject foon after the
notification of this bleckade are now before me, from which I fubmit the
following extracts, They are from him to the then Secretary of State,
now Picfident of the United States. The firlt is dated May 17, 1866,
the next day after the date of the notification and the very day in which
he received it. ¢ Early this morning, I received from Mr. Fox a note,
a copy of which is enclofed, which you will fce embraces explicitly, &
principal fubje& depending between our governments, though in rather a
f{ingular mode. .A fimilar communication is, I prefume, made to the other
minilters—though of this I have no information. The note is couched in
terms of reftraint and profefles to extend the blockade, farther than was
herctofore done. Neverthelefs it takes it off from many ports already:
blockaded, indeed from all eaft of Oftend and welt of the Seine, except
in articles contraband of war and enemies’ property, which are feizabie
without a blockade. ~ And in like form of exception, confidering every
cnemy as one power, it admits the trade of neutrals within the fame limitg
to be free in the productions of enemies’ colonies in every but the dire§
sout from the colony to the mother country.’*
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Three days afterwards, viz. on May 20th, he writes a8 follows teme
¢ Trom what I could colle&t I have been ftrengthened in the opinion
which I communicated to you in my laft, that Mr. Fox’s note of the 16th
was drawn with a view to a principal queftion with the United States, I
mean that of the trade of enemies’ colonies. It embraces, it is true, othér
objets, particularly the commerce with Pruflia, and the North generally,
whofe ports it opens to neutral powers, under whofe flag Britifh manufac.
tures wil! find a market there. In this particular efjecially, the commerce

romifes to be highly fatisfaory to the commercial intereKs of the United

States, and it may have been the primary obje& of the government.”

- It appears by his laft letter of June gth, that he had not changed his
opinion but had had it rather ftrengthened by a perfonal interview with
Mr. Fox.—* I concluded from this converfation, as I had done from
what had occurred before, that this meafure had been taken to prevent the
farther feizare and condemnation of our veflels, on the principles in dif-
cuflion between our governments, and that the acknowledgment had been
withheld from a confideration mentioned by Mr. Fox in one of our con-
ferences, that fuch an acknowledgment would be to give up the point in
negociation.’’

Such were the views which Mr. Muaroe, who was upon the fpot, en-
tertained of this celebrated blockade, at the time it was laid, altho’ it is
now confi :red as a grievance of fuch magnitude, as alone to afford fuf-
ficient caufe for the revival of the non-intercourfe, fhiculd the orders in
council be eyen withdrawn ; and we have no evidence that the views of
the Government of the United States were, at that time, different from
thofe of Mr. Munroe.  Soon after this Mr. Pinkaey was joined in com-
miffion with Mr. Munroe. The letter of June gth was, it 1s believed, the
Iaft written before their joint commiffion. = The correfpondence between
the American Goyernment and Meflrs. Munroe and Pinkney, fo far as
the fame has been made public, is now before me, and I do not find in
this a fingle obje€tion made to this blackade, nor does it appear that
Meflrs. Muoroe and Pinkney ever had inflyu@ions to make a fingle re-
monftrance againft it. The following fa&ts make it evident that it was
viewed as a meafure rather favourable than heftile to the commerce of the U.
States; as an abandonment in practice, altho’ without giving up the principle
gn which a number of late feizures, much complained of, had been made.
Tr will be recollefted, that during the year 180y, depredations, to an
elarming extent, were committed on American veflels engaged in wiint
was called the colonial trade, grounded on an adaption or rather extenfion
i pra&ice, and more rigorous enforcement, of the principle that a neutral,
in time of war, had no claim to the enjoyment of a branch of trade, denied
him in time of peace.  Many of thef: veflels were condemned in the Brit-
ith admiralty courts. The celebrated pamphlet entitled War in Difguife,
which appears to have been written with a view to pave the way for thefe
feizures, 18 not yet forgotten any more than the adjudications of Sir Wil-
liam Scott. Thefe captures and adjudications were confidered as a matter
¢f ferions grievance, and the table of the houfe of reprefentatives was load-
ed with petitions fiom almoft all our commercial cities. The fubje wag
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long and warmly agitated in congrefs, and at length the famous partial tiofs
importation law of April 18, 1806, was produced, which was to take ef-
fec the 15th of the following November. About the time the knowledge
of this law arrived in England, this blockade was notified, the feizures and
confifcations having been previoufly difcontinued.  This blockade was fu
far from being confidered as a new gricvance, that, on the recommendation
of the prefident, an a& pafled Dec. 19, 18c6, farther to fufpend the law
until the firft of July folE)wing, at the fame time vefting a power provifion-
ally in the prefident to econtinue the fufpenfion till the next December.
Had there been not only a continuance of the vexations which occafioned
the law, but alfo another grievance fuperadded in the blockade of 1806,
this would not have been done.  The truth was, that both the captures
and condemnations, previoufly complained of, were fufpended, and under
the blockade of 1806 we find no complaint either of captures or of the
adjudications of Sir William Scott.  The treaty commonly called the
Mjunroe treaty, which was fent back without being even fubmitted to the
fenate, was made du.ing the exiftence of this blockade. Among the ob-.
je®ions made to it when it was returned, none is takén from the circum-
ftance of its not providing for the removal of this blockade. It has al.
ready been obferved that, during all the debates on the embargo, non.inter-
courfe, &c. this blockade was never mentioned as a grievance or asa caufe
of the adoption of any of thefe meafures. In all the attempts at negocia-
tion, in which offers have been made to repeal our reftrictive fyftem with
regard to her, what has been demanded in return has been reftri®ed to the
orders in council, without making any mention of the blockade of 1806.
In the arrangement made with L%r. Erfkine, April 1809, no demand was
made and no promife given of the withdrawing of this blockade. So late
as January 1810, it feems not to have been recolle&ed that this blockade
was a grievance. In a letter from Mr. Smith to Mr. Pinkney, Jan. 20,
1810, while the non.intercoutfe was in force, he is direted to *¢ aflure the
Britith government of the cordial difpofition of the prefident to exercife
any power with which he may be invefted, to put an end to a&s of congrefs
which would not have been reforted to but for the orders in council; & the
determination to keep them in force againft France in cafe her decrees alfo
fhould not be repealed.’”” The truth is that this blockade was fo far from
anfwering the defcription of a proper blockade, that it was a mete com.
mercial regulation, relating principally to the colonial trade, ‘placing that
fubje@ on a more eligible footing than before, and was fo confidered by
the American government. Now the colonial trade is no more, and if
France allows veflels of the United States to enter her ports at all, which
is at leaft doubtful, it is culy with articles of the growth or manufadure
of the United States, the blockade of 1806, if it even exilted in the full
extent in which it was firlt laid, which it does not, is (to borrow an ex.
preflion from the prefent fecretary of ftate) of no more confequence to
the United States than a tlockade of the Calpian Sea. Why, therefore,
1s this article introduced into difcuflion now, and made {o eflential in our
demands againlt Great Britain, that without her compliance in this partic-
ular, no accommoda:ion can take place, but the non-iatercoarfe maft go
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into operation three months after the repeal of the decrees, or rather three
months after a repeal was promifed to take place, while at firlt it was con- -
fidered as rather a favourable than a hoitile meafure. Car it be merely
to prolong a ftate of irritation between the two countries, and evade an
amicable adjultment ? T will not fuppofe it. Another reafon is becaufe
France wills it, and the American rovernment, to give fufficient proof of
their devotion to France, and their readinefs to rufh into the arms of Na.
poleon, who has given fo many fubftantial proofs of his love to the Amer-
icans, confent, not only to ferego a beneficial intercourfe, but to impover-
ith the treafury and run the rifls of a2 war. That the government of the
Ubited States was rather prefled into this meafure, and did not abfclutely
volunteer in making this demand, is, I think, pretty plainly implied in
Smith’s letter t6 Armftrong of July 5, printed documents, page 38, 39.
¢ If it fhould be neceflury for youto mcet the queftion (i.e. you maye-
vade it if you can, by declining to meet it, unle}s it becomes neceffary. )
If it fhould be neceffary for you to meet the queftion whether the non-in-
tercourfe will be renewed againlt Great Britain, in cafe fhe fhould not
comprehend in the repeal of her edids, her blockades, which are not con.
filtent with the law of nations, you may, fhould it be found ncceffary, let
i be underftood that a repeal of the illegal blockades of a date prior to
the Berlin decree, namely, that of May, 1806, will be included in the
condition required of Great Britain, that particular blockade having been
ayowed to be comprehended in, and, of courfe, identified with, the orders,
in council. With refpeé to blockades of a fubfequent date, or not againft.
France, you will prefs the reafonabienefs of leaving them, together with
future blockades not warranted by public law, to be proceeded againft by
the United States in the manner they may choofe to adopt.” )

. What is the plain meaning of this paffage ? I certainly fhall not wil-
lingly mifconftrue or pervert it, but to me it can admit only the following,
conftruétion. With refpe to the blockade of 1806, you may, if neceffa-
ry. go fo far as to promife without hefitation that the repeal of this will be
infifted upen. But we would be exceeding glad to be excufed from go-
ing any farther.  You.are therefore to intreat his majefty that
you may not be coaflrained to go any farther, and prels the
r¢afonablenefs of your requeft with the flrongeft arguments you
can ; that, with refpe to other biockades, the United States may be per-
mitted to manage their own affairs in their own way. We wifh not to be

~urped any farther. |
.. | may not, perhaps, corre@ly underftand the do&rine of thefe fititious,,
paper, or proclamation blockades. I fhall neverthelefs hazard an obferva-
tion or two farther. Much is faid about their being contrary to the law
of nations. I profefs no particular knowledge of writers on that fubje&.
"The great maxim of national Jaw, however, between belligerents, is the
law of force.  Scarcely any nation will refrin from injuring an enemy in
that way in which h= can do his antagoniit the moft harm.  The. quettion.
of the blockades, therefore, will not be fo much a queition of right as of
expedicncy, on which a naval and a land power will invariably take differ-
ent fides, Let France and Great Britain change fituations ; let the fovs
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mer become 4 naval power, and the latter be driven from the ocean and
become all-powerful upon land, and we will fee them changing fides on
this queftion. France would, in that cafe, advocate the fy{tem of block-
ades, and Great Britain would reprobate it ; and the neutral, having an
extenfive commerce, and no means of proté&ing it on the ocean, will al-
ways be the fufferer, let who will be the aggreffor.

I do not, however, mean to infinuate thac thefe paper blockades, as they
sre called, may not, in fome inftances, have been injurious to the United
States, and have been matters of ferious grievance, and are proper fubjedts
of remon(trance and negociation. But to ‘commence and costimue 2 defs
tru@tive war againft ourfelves; to profecute a fyftem which muft inevitably -
tuin our refources and profperity, and will probably involve us in a war,
after draining us of our refources for carrying on that war, becaufe (for I
will fuppofe the orders in council withdrawn) I fay, becaufe a foreign
nation iffues a proclamation declaring the coafts of a particular fe@ion of
country in a ftate of blockade, which operates only theoretically, like the
blockade of 1806, and has little or no practical effe&, is to thew our ob-
fequioufnefs to one nation, and manifeft our fpirit, or rather cur petulance
againft another, at too great expenfe, v

I have, I think, fhown that there is nothing in the condu& of either
France or England which lays us under any obligations to adopt this
meafure of partial hoftility at prefeat. I fhall now difmifs this fubject
with one fingle obfervation. Mauch has been faid in attempting to prove
that our neglecing or delaying to enforce the non-intercourfe againft Eng-
land would:be a breach of a folemn contra&, a violation of our plighted
faith to France in the law of May ift, 1810. Had fhe, ipfo
fafto, repealed her decrees, and caufed all their effe@s to ceafe, and had
England, at the fame time, refufed to withdraw her orders in council,
whether the entering into fuch a contrat was geod poiicy or not, we
would be bound in good faith to fulfill it. But if the law of May, 1810,
is to be confidered in the light of a contra&, a pledge given to tiee bellig-
erents, it is equally fo to France and Great Britain, and a pledge givert
to the nation revoking her decrees, to revive the non-intetcourfe with the
other, equally was a pledge not to revive it partially againft one, without fuch
revocation on the part of the other. If then we adopt the non-intercourfe
againft England, and extend the arms of friendfhip to Prance, while fhe
has not, as to any real prafical effe®, revoked her decrees, it is not onl
an abandonment of our fyltem of neutrality, by the commiffion of a hofs
“tile a&, but it is alfo a violation of the principles of our own law; and &
manifeft breach of faith with Great Britain.

Having dwelt fo largely on this fubje@, I fhall difmifs the other particu-
lars, which I nropofed noticing in this addrefs, with but a very few obs
fervations. Refpeding the occupation of that part of Weft Fiorida,
which lies between the river Perdido and the Miffiffippi, under the
proclamation of the prefident of the United States, I cannot but confidet
it both as impolitic and unwarrantable at this time. The difpute about thé
title of this territory is both long and intricate. I {hall not meddle with it at

prefent. To me the Il;)itle of the United States has always appeared to be
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problematical at bet.  Thiat the country weft of the Perdido was once in-
cluded under the general name of Louifiana, is, it is believed, true.
So was a great part of what 1§ noiv the United Staics. The whole of
our weftern territory, including tha Mifhiflippi territory, the flatzs of Ten-
ncflee, Kentucky & Ohio, & the territoties of Indiana, Illino’c, & Michigan,
making together, more than half of the territory of the criginal U. States, was
comprifed within itslimits. For the laft 5o yearsat leatl, it has been unknown
by that pame, and has been under a feparate government.  Certain it is,
that, when the United States firft fet up a claim to that country, as being
intluded within the purchafe of Louifiana, both France and Spain proteft-
ed againft it the latter declaring that it was not contai.ed in the cefhion
made te the former, by the treaty of St. Ildefonfo, and the former that
fhe had received no transfer of that territory from the latter, and had con-
veyed none to the United States. France, at the fame time, declaring
explicitly, by her minifter Talleyrand, not only againft the title, but alfo
that on an attempt on the part of the United States to occupy the country
by force, fhe would unqueftionably take part with Spain. On thefe declara-
twons, the urging of the claim was at that time fufpended, and the colle&-
or’s office which was directed to be eftablifhed on the Mobile, was fixed
as far up the river as Fort Stoddard, which was within the original bounds
of the United States. And, when afterwards an a& was pafled during the
feflion of 180§~6, appropriating 2,0c0,000 dollars to enable the executive
to procure not only that but the territory eaft of the Perdido, including
the remainder of Welt and the whole of Eaft Florida, by purchafe, it
could not be fairly conftrued into any thing elfe than a virtual abandon-
ment of the prior claim.  As that attempt to purchafe did not {ucceed,
“the terrritory in queftion has ever fince continued in the peacable poffef-
fion of Spain. France and Spain, it is to be obferved, were then allies.
Now, that an intimate connexion is formed between England and Spain,
there is but little doubt that France would be willing the country fhould
pafs intg the hands of the Uhnited States, or do any thing which might
hring the American government into a collifion with either Great Britain
or Spain. or both, The conventionalifts who raifed the infurre@ion, and
iavited the United States to take poffiflion of the country, were principally
compofed of emigrants from the United States. But few if any of the
Spaniards had any fhare in it.  The fituation in which the country 1s
placed at this moment is a fingular one. Tt is in part occupied by the U.
States’ tioops, who have tuken pofleflion of it under the authority of the
proclamation of the prefident, of the 27th of O&ober, 1810, It was with
good reufon expefled that the Spanith governor at Mobile, would furren-
der that place, on fummons, to the United States. This, it is underftood,
he refufes, and the United States” troops have no authority to ufe force.
No legal provifion has been made for its temporary government. It con-
tinues in the fame fituation in which it was occupied by the authority of
the prefident, without any legal interpofition of congrefs. A motion was
made to annex it to the territory of Orleans. Another to eret a tempo-
sary territorial government, but nothing has been done. The poflefhon
ot both Ealt and Weft Florida would be an objet of confiderable import.
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ance to the United States, could it be fairly and honourably acquired,
not fo much on account of the value of the territory, as of the facility It
would afford to other parts, particalarly the weftern parts of Georgia, the
Mifliffippi territory, and even fome parts of Tenneflee, to reach the ocean
by means of navigable rivers which run through it and penetrate far into
the country.  In this view it is an objet of much greater confequence than
all the wilds of Louifiana welt of the Mifliffippi. But, in my opinion, the
.manner in which the poflefion has been attempted cannot be reprobated
in too pointed terms, as it is neither more nor lefs than an a& of hoftility
againft a nation with whom the United States were at peace; and to take
advantage of a time when the nation was in diftrefs, and even their na-
tional exiftence threatened, was neither fair nor honourable, had the claim
of the Uhnited States been even lefs exceptionable than it is. It is‘alfb
probable that it will prove a much greater inconvenience to the United
States than all its value. Spain has it in her power, by excluding our
fhipping from South America, to diitrefs our commerce to an amount far
greater than all the value of Florida. The coldnefs uniformly manifefted
by the government of the United States towards the caufe of the Spanith
patriots ; the ftate of irritation which has fo long continued, and which is
liks to . .ntinye between the United States and Great Britain, who now
takes a deep intereft in every thing that concerns Spaio, combined with
this attack upon a Spanifh province, will probably produce that exclufion,
if it does not involve us in any more ferious difficulty.

The ere@ion of the territory of Orleans into an indepeadent ftate, was

raet by a twofold objection, one refpeéting the conftitutionality of the meaf-
ure, the other on its expediency at this time. On the firft ground I fliall
not pretend w decide. The objetions on that head were plaufible at
leaft, and were not fatisfaorily anfwered. The conftitution of the U-
nited States was calculated for the territory then known under the name of
the United States and its territories. '{he article in the conftitution for
the admiffion of new ftates into the union, undoubtedly contemplated the
ereftion of thefe new ftates within the prefent acknowledged limits. To
extend this territory by the annexing of countries not within the original
limits, nor contemplated by the conflitution, goes to vary the terms of the
original compaét, and, when the princiFie is once admitted, no bounds can
. be fet to its extenfion. And, it may {o happen, that all the original par.
ties to the compa® may be thrown completely into the power of new
{tates, erc&ed, not within the original territory, but within that which Has
been annexed by purchafe or fome other way. Whether this would not
be a dire violation of the conftitution, as it refpeds the original flates, is
a fubje@ of confiderable importance to thofe ftates whofe political confe-
quence in the union is leflened by every fuch extenfion of territory.

But without a particular examination of the conftitutional queftion, I
found fufficient reafons to be oppofed to the prefent erection of the territo~
ry into an independent ftate, on the ground of expediency alone. By the
ordinance for the regulation of the government of the territories, particu=
larly of thofe porth weft of the river Ohio, which paffed the old congrefs,
July 13, 1787, and which is flill coniidered as the bafis of all the territo-
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tial governments, it is ordained, that when any territory contained within
-the limits therein marked out as proper to become, in due time, a ftate,
hali contain 60,000 inhabitants, faid territory fhall have a right to form
@ _{tate conftitution, and be admitted into the union, with all the privileges
of a frec and independent ftate. It is true congrefs are not reftricted by
the ordinance, but may admit a territory into the union as an independent
flate containing g lefs number of inhabitants than 60,000. This was t0
be done in the exercife of a found difcretion. In the exercife of this drfere-
tion, that part of the territory north weft of the river Ohio, now conftitut-
ing the ftate of Ohio, was admitted iato the union when it contained a lefs
number of iphabitants than 60,000, the npmber being about 40, or 45,-
-000; but there was a profpe& of a fudden: increafe of population, net only
t0 60,000, but far exceeding it, and' the population was all free, and fo
rapid has been this increafe, in fa@, that the late cenfus gives them a pop-
ulation of 240,000, all free. 'Whether fuch a found difcietion has been
exercifed in the admiflion of the territory of Orleans into the anion, the
following circumf{tances may enable us to form an opinion. A complete
return of the cenfus of the territory was not received while congrefs wag
in{eflion, but, from a calculation made upon the partial returns which have
been made, the whole population, of all forts, was eftimated at not far
from §5,000. The population 1n the city of Orleans was a fia&ion more
than 25,0co. Not havirg the return now before me I cannot ftate the
fractions with exaétnefs. Of this pumber 8,000,and I believe a fmail
fraction of four or five over, were free whites, a fradtion lefs than 11,000
flaves, and the remainder free people of colour, i. e. fuch as were not held
to perfonal {lavery, but who had no political rights, being incapable of be-
ing eledted to any office, or of exercifing the right of {uffrage. As the cul-
ture of cotton and fugar form principal branches of the agriculture in the
territory, and as thefe branches require the employment of many flaves, it
is mot probable that the proportion of flaves is lefs on the plantations than
in the city ; probably it is greater. To allow 20,000 fouls for the a-
mount of the free white population of the territory will be a liberal calcu-
lation ; and, from the nature of the counrry, and the vaft quantities of
fwamp incapable of cultivation, a rapid increafe of inhabitants is not to be
expeted. A large majority of this population confifts ot Irench inhab-
itants, equally {trangers to our language, our laws, and our conftitution, .
and to the principles of a republican jovernment, and fo far as they do
know, prejudiced againt it, and many of them ftrongly attached to the
grand monarch Napoleon. To thefe may be added a few Spanifh inhab.
itants, fome Americans, and Englifh, Scotch and Dutch Europeans, who
were there previous to the ceffion, and a portion of Americans who have
migrated o that country fince, but who are a fmall minority compared
with the whole, and there is not the greateft cordiality between them and
the originz] inhabitants. To this motley population, of which probably
3 confiderable proportion are at this moment conneéted, in affedion, with
a government from which the United States have more to fear than from
gll the world befides, is the privilege about to be granted of an equal
vtight in the fenate, and equal influence in the cle€hion of a -prefidest,
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thould thar ever be to be determined by the legiflature, with the ftate of
Newyork, which contains nearly a million of fouls. This I could net
fee to be an exercife of found difcretion at this moment, had there been
no exifting difficulty with refpet to its being a territory without the
bounds of the United States, and contemplated nzither by the conflitu-
tion of the United States, nor by the ordinance of the old congrefs for the
government of the territories. - |

With refpe@ to the diffolution of the bank of the Ulnited States, by
refufing to renew the charter, which expired with the clofe of the 11th
Coagrefs, by its own limitation, this was a fubjeét on which both houfes
of Cotigrefs were divided nearly equally.. Not profefling much acquaint-
ance with the principles of banking generally, I fhail net.go. inte-the Jubs
je in detail. I wasin faveur of the renewal of the charter, becaufe, in
my opinion, the public good requived it. The two moft popular ob%e&ions
againft the renewal were, 1ft. %ha"t a large proportion, nearly three fourths,
of the ftock was owned by foreigners, and 2dly. That the Conflitution of
the U. States did not authorife Congrefs to eltablifh a bank. With ref-
pe& to the firflt objetion, that a large portion of the fock of the bank was
‘held by foreigners is undoubtedly true in fa&. But they had no power
over the inflitution, and were, by the conftitution of the bank, rendered
incapable of ele@ing, or being ele&ed to the office of directors.  All the
privilege they enjoyed was that of receiving théir femi-annual dividends as

they became due. ~ They had become ftock holders by fair purchafe, and
their invefting their capital in a foreign inftitution was an evidence of their

belief in its ftability. Thefe femi-annual dividends amounted to fzom four

to four aad a half per cent half yearly, But when it is confidered that

this flock was purchafed of the government at an advance from 40 to
45 and perhaps fome as high as 5o per cent above par, ‘the foreign &ock

tholder did not receive, on an a,veraige,, more than f{ix per cent upen his

capital.  There feems alfo to be fomething ungenerous in this objection
being made by the government, when it is well known that a very coa-
fiderable portion of this ftock was originally the property of the United
States, and was by public agentsall fold to foreigners at an advanced price.
Thefe foreigners undoubtedly purchafed on the prefumption that the in-
ftitution would be permanent ; for, altho’ aimolt all corporstions are lim-
ited in their duration, ‘yet it is generally underftood that if @ corporatiom
does nothing to forfeit their charter, or render themfelves unworthy of a

renewal, it will be renewed as a matter of courfe. Nor can it be viewed .

more dangerous in itfelf, that foreigners fhould be proprietors of flock in a
bank than ftock in the funds. Perhaps there is fcarcely 2 large monied
inftitution in the world, but fome of its capital is ownad by foreigners.
There is fcarcely a nation in Europe wherein there are not proprietoss of
ftock in the Englith funds. Some of tlrefe ftock-holders are citizeas of

the U. States, and I believe the capital of the bank of Eagland is rot all

owned by Britith fubjets. * No inconvenience refults to the government
from this. |

With refpe to the unconflitutionality of the Bank, much was faid up-
on this fubject ; but the arguments uled upon this head appeared to me to
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have but very little weight.  There are many things which are every day’s
~practice under the conftitution of the U. States, and of the conftitutionality
or propriety of which no one entertains a doubt, yet, if we fearch for an
exprefs warrant, info many words in the conflitution, to authorife them,
we will fearch in vain.  Congrefs is by the conftitution empowered to
lay and collet taxes, and to lay and collet impofts and duties, but it fays
nothing about appointing colle@ors, eftablithing cuftom houfes, treafury
houfes, &c. or about the fafe keeping of the revenue. Congrefs has pow-
er to regulate commerce, but nothing is faid about regiftering thips or vef-
fels, building light houfes, ere&ing buoys and beacons, laying embargoes,
&c. Congrefs is tu provide for the commion defente and general welfare,
- but the conflitution fays nothing abput cafting cannon, manufatories of
{mall arms or ereting military academies, building arfenals, &c.—
All thefe things, and many more, are done under general powers. In-
deed, it is {carcely poflible to proceed a fingle ftep in legiflation without
them. With the fame propriety may a bank be eftablithed, for the purpofe
of facilitating the collection and enfuring the fafe keeping of the revenue,
and tranfmitting it to whatever point the expenditure is wanted. On this,
and on the authority in congrefs to emit bills of credit, is the authority to
eftablith a bank clearly founded. Various other things combined with
thefe fcruples to prevent a renewal of the charter, Among thefe may be
ranked the intrigues of ftdte banks, who wifhed to get poffeflior: of the de-
pofits heretofore placed in the bank of the United States, and the inter-
ference of ftate legiflatures to influence the general government, on what
motives I pretend not to fay. That the United States had heretofare
found very great convenieace from the operations of the bank, is fe!f evi-
dent. It feemed therefore to be too much, to rifk 2 hazardous experi-
.ment upon a groundlefs {cruple. But this is an age of experiment, although
“a worfe time could rot poflibly have been felected for making it. Had
.1t been made at a time when we were in profound peace with all the world,
our commerce flourifhing, and our treafury overflowing, it would have been
much lels hazardous, and attended with fewer inconveniences than now,
.Dut, at a time when, on account of the exhayfted flate of the treafury, it
is neceflary to have reccurfe to loans to a large amount, when it isina fair
way to be more and more exhaulted by the opeiation of our own reftri&-
tve fyltem, and when trade is under fuch pecuhar emharraffments, and our
merchants have fuffered fo many heavy loffes, by the detention and confifs
cation of their praperty in foreign countries, the adoption of » mewfure cal.
culated to increafe both private diftrefs and public embarraflm.nt, by throw-
ing {uch a large capital out of circulation, muft be the diGate of fome.
~thing elfe than found policy. No doubt the meafure will caufe much pri-
vate embarraffmert. But the inconveniencies to individuals will be the
fooneft remedied.  This capital will not imrmediately leave the country,
and may probably be converted into a banking capital under the aathority
ot the individual ftates.  But in that cafe, the United States will lofe all
the aid derived from the inftitution. In the firft place, thereisa clear
immediate lofs of 1,2§0,c00 dollars, which the bank propofed to give for
'he renewal of the charter, at a time when fuch a fura would have beeg
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extremely convenient to the government.  Depofits of revenue bonds
muft be made in ftate banks, of the ftability of whofe credit it may be diffi-
cult to obtain knowledge, and over whofe operations the United States
have no controul ; and in the cafe of obtaining loans on a fudden emer-
gency, inftead of having an inftitution under their own peculiar patronage,
which was, from motives of intereft as well as the obligations of their char-
ter, obliged ic make advances to the government, they may have to de-
pend on the ability or caprice of flate banks, whofe refonrces or inclina-
tion, or both, may be extremely inadequate to the exigencies of the gov-
ernment, or on the flill greater caprice of individuals. 1a a word, I can.
not but believe that by abandoning this inftitution, the govcrnment of the
United States has deprived itfelf of one very important mean of its own
prefervation.

I have, my fellow citizens, endeavoured to lay before you, in as plain
and concife a manner as [ was able, although at a greater length than I
either withed cr intended, my views of fome prominent meafures cf the
government, and of the ftate of the nation. On a common occafion, I
fhould have given nzither you nor myfelf the trouble of this publication.
But the prefent crifis is alarming. I hope my fears may be difappointed ;
but, to my view, a cloud thickens faft around us, which threatens to burft
with an explofion in fomething worfe than war itfelf with its ufual attend-
ant calamities. 'To be chained to the triumphal car of that tyrant, who
is, with fuch rapid firides, ruining and barbarizing the world to gratify a
lawlefs ambition, I confider as a calamity greater than a war with all Eu.
rope. I have ventured to place myfelf thus before the tribunal of the pub-
lic: but 1 ftand before a higher tribunal, to which I hope I fhall ever
confider myfelf accountable, both for my political, as well as my moral
and religious condu@®. The fa&s ftated from public documents will be
difputed only by ignorance or malice. All 1 fhall fay with refpe& to the
opinions and reafonings advanced is, that they have been examined with
care and adopted with deliberation ; and all I wifh is, that they may be
examined with candor, and ftand or fall by their own corre&tnefs, Should
iy fears be difappointed, no man would feel more happy in the difappoint-
ment than myfelf. 'With a grateful fenfibility for palt tokens of your con-

fidence, which were at firlt unexpeted, and have always been unfolicited
en my part—I fubfcribe, |

Your affeCtionaie friend, and
Fellow citizen,

SAMULEL TAGGART.

Colrain, March 21, 1811,

J- DENIO) PRINTER, GREENFIELD.



