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A LETTER

TO THE HONORABLE HARRISON GRAY OTIS.

Washington, March 31, 1808.
REAR SIR,

I HAVE received from one of my friends in Bofton, a
copy of a printed pamphlet, containing a letter from Mr.
Pickering to the Governor of the Commonwealth, intend-
ed for communication to the legiflature of the fate, during
the feffion, recently concluded. But this obje&t not hav-
ing been accomplithed, it appears to have been publifh-
ed by fome friend of the writer, whofe inducement is fta-
ted, no doubt truly, to have been the importance of the
matter difcufled in it, and the high refpeftability of the au-
thor. '

The fubjeéls of this letter are the embargo, and the differ-
‘ences in controverfy between our country and Great-Britain
. ==f{ubjefls upon which it is my misfortune, in the difcharge

of my duties as a Senator of the United States, to differ
from the opinion of my colleague. The place where the
queftion upon the firft of them, in common with others of
great national concern, was, between him and me, in our
official capacities, a proper obje& of difcuffion, was the
Senate of the Union. There it was difcuffed, and, as faras
the conftitutional authority of that body extended, there it
was decided. Having obtained alike the concurrence of
the other branch of the National Legiflaiure, and the appro-
bation of the Prefident, it became the law of the land, and
as fuch I have confidered it entitled to the refpe& and obg- -
dience of every virtuaus citizen.

From thefe difcuflions, however, the letter in queftion is
to be confidered in the nature of an appeal ; in the firft
inftance, to our common conftituents, the legiflature of the
ftaterand in the fecond, by the publication, to the people.
To both thefe tribunals I fhall always hold myfelf account-
able for every a& of my public life. Yet, were my own

. political chara&er alone implicated in the courfe which
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has in this inftance been purlued, I fhould have forborne
all notice of the proceeding, and have left my conduét in
this, as in other cafes, to the candor and difcretion of my
country. :

But to this fpecies of appeal, thus condufted. there are
fome obje&ions on conftitutional grounds, which I deem
it my duty to mention for the confideration of the public,
On a ftatement of circumftances attending a very impor-
tant att of narional legiflation, a ftatement which the writer
uadoubtedly believ. d to be true, but which comes only
from one fide of the queftion, asd which I expeét to prove,
in the mofl elsential points, erronevus, the writ+r, with the
moft aniinated tone of energy, calls for the interposition of
the commercial ftates, and afserts that ¢ notning but their
fenle, clearly and emphatically exprefsed, will fave them
from ruin.” This folemn and alarming invocation is ad-
drelscd to the legiflature of mafsachufetts, at fo late a pe-.
riod of their feffion, that had it been received by them,
they rouft have been compelled either to aét upon the views
of this reprefentation, without hearing the counter ftatement
of the other fide. or feemingly to difregard the prefling inter-
eft of their conftituents, by neglecting an adwmonition of the
moft {erious complexion. Confidering the application as a
precedent, its tendency is dangerous to the public For on
the fift [uppofition, that the legiflature had been precipita-
ted to act on the fpur of fuch an inftigation, they muit
have acted on imperfect information, and under an ex-
citement not remarkably adapted to compofure or fafe
deliberation. On the {econd, they would have been expol-
ed to unjuft imputations, which at the eve of an election
might have operated in the moft inequitable manner upon
the characiers of individaal member.,

The interposition of one or more state legislatures,
to control the exercise of the powers vested by the gen-
eral constitution in the Congress of the United States,
1s at least of a questionable policy. The views of
of a state legislature are niturally and properly limited
in a considerable degree to the particulsr interests of
the state. The very object and formation of the na-
zional deliberative .ssemblies was for the compromise
and conciliation of the interests of all—of the whole



[ 51

nation. If the appeal from the regular, legitimate mea.
sures of the body where ti.c whole nation is represent-
ed, be proper to one stute legislature, it must be so to
another. 1t the commercial states are called to inter-
pose on one hand, will not the agricultural states be
with equal propriety summoned to interpose on the
other ? If the east is stimulated against the west, and
the northern and southern sections are urged into col-
lision with each other, by appeals from the acts of con-
gress to the respective states—in what are these appeals
to end ?

It is undoubtedly the right, and may often become
the duty of a state legislature to address that of the na-
tion, with tne expression of its wishes, in regard to in-
terests peculiurly concerning the state itself. Nor shail
I question the right of every member of the great fed.
erative compact to declare his own sense of measures
interesting to the nation at large.  But whenever the
case occurs, that this sense should be ¢ clearly and
emphatically”” expressed, it ought surely to be predica-
ted upon a full and impartial consideration of the whole
subjrct—mnot under the stimulus of a one-sidled repre-
sentation—far less upon the impulse of conjectures
and suspicions. It is not through the medium of per-
sonuil sensibility, nor of party bias, nor of professional
occupation, nor of geographical po ition. th:t the whole
truth can be discerned, of quistions involving the rights
and interests of this extensive Union.  When their dis-
cussion is urged upon a state legislature, the first call
upon its members should be to cust all their feelings
and interests as citiz.-us of a single state into the com-
mon stock of the nation.l concern.

Should the occurrence upon whicn an appeal is made
fro.n the Councils of the Nution, to thofe of a fingle ftate,
be one, upon which the reprefentation of the ﬁdtg had

“been divided, and the member wiro tound himfeif in the
minority, felt impelled by a fenle of duty, to imvoke the
interpofition of - his conftituents, it would [vem that both
in juftice to them, and in candor to his colleasuc, iome'no-
tice of fuch intention fhould be given him, 'hui he too might
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be prepared to exhibit his views of the fubje€t upon which
the difference of opinion had taken place ; or at leaft that
the refort fhould be had, at fuch a period of time as would
leave it within the reach of poflibility for his reprefenta-
gions to be received, by their common conftituents, before
they would be compelled to decide on the merits of the
cale.

The fairnefls and propriety of this courfe of proceed-
ing mult be fo obvious, that it is difficult to conceive of
the propriety of any other. Yet it prefents another in-
convenience which muft necefsarily refult from this prac-
tice of appellate legiflation. When one of the fenators
from a flate proclaims to his conftituents that a particular
mealure, or fyftemn of :ineafures, which has received the
vote and fupport of his colleague, are pernicious and de-
firu@live 1o thofe interefts, which both are bound by the
moft facred of ties, with zeal and fidelity to promote, the
denunciation of the meafures, amounts to littde lefs thana
denunciation of the man. The advocate of a policy thus
reprobated muft feel himfelf {ummoned by every motive
of felf-defence to vindicate his conduél : and if his general
fenfe of his official duties wouid bind him to the induftri-
ous devotion of his whole time to the public bufinefs of
the feflion, the hours which be might be forced to employ
for his owu juftification, would of courfe be dedufted from -
the difcharge of bis more regular and appropriate func-
tions. Should thefe occafions frequently recur, they could
not fail to interfere with the due performance of the pub-
lic bufinefs. Nor can I forbear 1o remark the tendency of
fuch antagonizing appeals to diftra@® the councils of the
ftate, in its own legiflature, to deftroy its influence, and
expofe it to derifion, in the preflence of its fifter ftates, and
to produce between the colleagues themfelves mutual al-
perities and rancors, until the great concerns of the Na-
tion would degeneratz into the puny controverfies of per-
fonal altercation. ==It is therefore with extreme relu&ance
that T enter upon this difcuffion. In developing my own
views and the principles which have governed my con-
dufl, in relation to our foreign affairs, and particular-
ly to the Embargo, fome very material differences in
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_point of Ta@ as well as of opinion, will be found be.
tween my ftatements, and thofe of the letter, which alone
can apologife for this. They will not, I iruft, be deemed
in‘any degree difrefpe€iful to the*writer. Far more pleal:
ing would it have been to me, could that honeft and anx-
ious purfuit of the policy beft calculated to promote the
honor and welfare of our Country, which, I truft, is felt
with equal ardor by us both, have refulted in the fame o-
pinions, and have given them the vigor of united exertion.
There is a candor and liberality of condu& and of fentiment
due from affociates in the fame public charge, towards each
other, neceflary to their individual reputation, to their com*
mon influence, and to their public ufefulnefs. In our Re:
publican Government, where the power of the Nation con~
fifts alone in the fympathies of opinion, this reciprocal de-
ference, this open-heacted imputation of honeft intentions,
is the only adamant at once attraflive and impenetrable,
that can bear, unfhattered, all the thunder of foreign- hof-
tility. Ever fince I have had the honor of a feat in the Na-
tional Councils, I have extended it to every department of
the government. However differing in my conclufions,
upon queflions of the higheft moment, from any other man,
of whatever party, I have never, upon fufpicion, imputed
his conduft to corruption. If this confidence argues ig-
norance of public men and public affairs, to that ignorance
I muft plead guilty. I know, indeed, enough of human na-
ture, to be fenfible that vigilant obfervation is at all times,
and that f{ufpicion may occafionally become neceflary, up-
on the condutl of men in power. But I know as well that
~confidence is the only cement of an elective government
—Lilection is the very test of confidence—and its
periodical return is the constitutional check’ upon its
abuse ; of which the electors must of course be the
sdle judges. For the exercise of power, where man is
frce, confidence is indispensable—and when once it
tot.lly fails—when the men to whom the people have
coinnitted the application of their force, for their ben-
¢iiy, are to be presumed the vilest of mankind, the very
forndation of t.e social compact must be dissolved.
Tovards the geatleman whose offieial stotion results
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from the confidence of the same Legislature, by’ whese
appointment I huve the honor of holding a similar-trust,
1 have thought this confidence peculiarly due from me,
nor should I now notice his letter, notwithstanding the
dis spprobatien it so obviously implies at the course
which I have pursued in relition to the subjects« of
which it treats, did it not appesr to me caliulated to
produce upon the public mind, impressions unfavorable
.to the rights and interests of the nation.

Huaving undcrstood that a motion in the Senate of-
Massachusetts was made by you, requesting the Govera
nor to transmit Mr. Pi kering’s letter -to the Legisla-
ture, together with such communications, relating to
puhlic affairs, as he might hive received from me, I a.
vail myself of that circumstance, 2nd of the friendship
which has so long subsisted between us. to take the lib-
erty of addressing this Ictter, intended for publicatioi,
toyou. Viry few of the facts which I shall state will
rest upon inform:tion peculiar to” myself.  Most “of
them will stand upon the basis of officiul documents,
.or of public and undisput.d notoriety. For my opin-
ions, though fully persuaded, that even where diffiningg
{rom your own, they will meet with a fair and liberal
judge in you, vet of the public 1 ask neither favor nor
induigence.  Pretending to no extraordinary credit
from the authority of the writer, 1 .m sensible they
wust fall by their own weukness, or stand by théirown
strength. , '

‘T'he first remark that obtrudes itself ‘upon the mind,
on the perusal of Mr. Pickering’s letter is, that in enu-
-merating ull the prezences (for he thinks there are no
c.uses) for the Embargo, and for a wur with Great Bri-
tain, he h.s totully omitted the British orders of Coun-
~cil of November 11, 1807—those orders, under which
millions of the properiy of our fellow citizens, are now
“de wined in British hands, or confiscated 1o British cap-
-tors—those orders, under which tenfold us many mil-
lious of th: sime property would have becn at this mo-
wment in the same predicament, had they not been saved
“from exposure to it by the Embargo—those orders,
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which if once submitted to and carried to the extent of
their principle, would not have-left an inch of Ameri.
can canvass upon the ocean, but under British license
and British taxation. An attentive reader of the letter,
without other information, would not even suspect their

~existence. They are indeed, in one or two passages,
faintly and darkly alluded to, under the justifying de-
scription of * the orders of the British Government,
retaliating the French imperiul decree :?* but as causes
for the Embargo, or as possible causes or even prezena
tes of war with Great.-Britain, they are not only unno-
ticed, but their very existence is by direct implication
denied.

It is indeed true, that thefe orders were not officially
communicated with the Prefident’s mefsage recommending
the embargo. They had not been officially received—but
they were announced in feveral paragraphs from London
and Liverpool newlpapers of the 1oth, 11th and 12th of
November, which appeared in the National Intelligencer
of 18th December, the very day upon which the embargo
mefsage was fent to congrefs. The Britifh government had
taken care that they fhould not be authenucally known be-

" fore their time—for the very fame newfpapers which gave
this inofficial notice of thefe orders, announced alfo the
departure of Mr. Rofe, upon a {pecial miffion to the United
States. And we now know, that of thefe all-devouring in-
firuments of rapine, Mr. Rofe was not even informed. His
miffion was profefsedly a miffion of conciliation and repa-
ration for a flagrant—enormous—acknowledged outrage.
But he was not fent with thefe orders of council in his .
hands. His text was, the difavowal of admiral Berkely’s
conduct—The commentary was to be difcovered on an-
other page of the Britifh minifterial policy—On the face of
Mr. Rofe’s inftructions, thefe orders of council were as in»
vifible, as they are on that of Mr. Pickering’s letter.

They were not merely without official authenticity. Ru-
mours had for feveral weeks been in circulation, derived _
from Englith prints, and from private correfpondencgs,
hat fuch orders were to iffue; and no inconfiderable pains
were taken here to difcredit the fafl. Alsurances wers

2
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given that there was reafon to believe no fuch orders tobe
contemplated.  Sulpicion was lulled by declarat!ons equi-
valent nearly to .a pofitive denial; and thefe opiates were’
continued for weeks after the embargo was laid, unul Mr.,
Erfkine received inftrutiions to make the .official commu-
pication of the orders themfelves, in their proper fhape, to
our government. .

Yet, although thus :unauthenticated, and even although
thus in fome {ort denied, the probability of the circumftances
undcr which they were announced, and the {weeping ten-
dency of their effects, formed to my undcrftanding a pow-
crful motive, and togciher with the papers fent by the Pre-.
fident, and his exprefs recommendation, a decifive one, for
afsenting to-the einbargo.  As a precautionary mealure, I
believed it would refcue an immenfe property from depre-
dation, if the orders thould prove authentic. If the alarm
was groundlefs, it muft very foon be difproved, and the em-
bargo might be removed with the danger.

The omillion of all nouce of thele fafls in the prefling
enquiries * why the embargo wes laid?” is the more fur-
priling, becaufe they are of all the faéls, the moft material,
upon a fair and impartial examination of the expediency of
that act, when it palsed—And becaufe thele orders, to-
gether with the fublequent ¢ retaliating decrees” of France
and Spain, have furinthed the only reaflons upon which I
heve acquielced sn its continuance to this day. If duly
weighed, they will fave us the trouble of reforting to jea-
loufies of fecret -corruption, and the imaginary terrors of
Napoleon for the real caufe of the embargo. Thefe are fic-
tions of foreign inveation—The French emperor. had nor
declared that he would have no ncutrals—He bhad noz re-
quired that our ports f{hould be fhut againft Briufh com-
merce ; but the orders of council, if fubmitted to, would
have.degraded us to the condition of colonies. If refifted,
would have fattened the wolves of plunder with our fpoils.
The embargo was the only thelier from the tempeft—the
laft refuge of our violated peace.

T have indeed been myself of opinion, that the Em-
bargo must, jn its natur- , be a temporary expedient, and
that prepurations manifesiing a determination of resist-
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ance against these outrageous violations of our neutral
rights ought at least to have been made a subjrct of se.
rious deliberation in congress. I have believed and do
still believe thatoyr internal resources are competent to
the establis hment and mainetnance of a naval force pub-
lc and private, if not fully adequute to the protection
and defenceof our commerce, at least sufficient to indu-e
a retreat from. these hostilities, and to deter from a re-
newal of them, by either of the warring parties; and
that a system to that cflect might be forme:, ultiinute.
ly far more economical, and certainly more energetic
than a three years Embargo.  Very soon after the clo.
sure of our ports, I did sabmit to the consideration of
the senate, a proposition for the appointment of 2 com-
mittee to institute an enquiry to-this end. But my
resolution met no encouragement. Attempts of a sim.
tlar nature have becn made in the house of representa-
tives, but have been equally discountenanced, and from
these determinations by decided mojorities of both
houses, I am not sufli iently confi'lent in the superiori.
ty of my own wisdom to appeal, by a topical applicas
tion to the congenial fielings. of any one—not even of
my own native seciton of the Union. o

The Embargo, however, is a restriction always un:
der our own.control. It was a measure altogether of
defence, and of experiment—If it was injn ‘iciously or
over-hastily laid, it has been every day sinve its adop-
tion open to a repeal ; if it should prove ineffectu.l for
the purposes which it was meant to secure, a single day
will suffice to unbar the doors  Sull believing it a
measure justified by the circumstances of the time, I
am ready to admit that those who thought otherwise
may have had a wiser foresight of events, and a soun-
der judgment of the then existing state of things.than
the majority of the nationsl legislature, an:l the presi-
dent. It has been approved by several of the staie le-
gislatures, and among the rest by our own. Yet qf all
its effects we are still unable to judge with certainty.
It must still abide the test of futurity. Ishall add that
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there were other motives which had their operation in
contributing to the passage of the act, unnoticed by
Mr. Pickering, and which having now ceased will also
be left unnoticed by me.  The orders of Council of
11th Nov. still subsist in all their force ; and are now
confirmed, with the addition of zaxarson, by act of par-
liament. ‘ i
* As they ftand in front of the real caufes for the Embargo,
fo they are entitled to the fame pre-eminence in enumerat-
ing the caafes of hoftility, which the Britith Minifters are
accumulating upon our forbearance. They ftrike at the
root of our independence. They affume the principle that
we fhall have no commerce in time of war, but with her
dominions, and as tributaries to her. The exclufive con-
finement of commerce to the mother country, is the great
principle of the modern colonial fyftem ; and. thould we
_ by a derelition of our rights, at this momentous ftride of
encroachment, furrender our commercial freedom without
a ftruggle, Britain has but a fingle fitep more to take, and
the brings us back to the ftamp a&t and the tea tax.

Yet thefe orders-~thus fatal to the liberties for which the
heroes of our revolution toiled and bled—:hus ftudioufly
concealed until the moment when they burft upon oar
heads—:bus iffued at the very inftant wherr a miffion of at-
tonement was profefledly fent—in thefe orders we are to
fee nothing but a ¢ retaliating order upon France,” in thefe
Brders, we muft not find fo much as a caufe—nay not fo
much as a pretence, for complaint againft Britain. i
- To my mind, fir, in comparifon with thofe orders, the
three caufes to which Mr. Pickering explicitly limits our
grounds for a rupture with England, might indeed be juft-
ly denominated pretences—in ¢omparifon with them, for-
mer aggreffions fink into infignificance. To argue upon
the fubje& of our disputes with Britain, or upon the mo-
tives for the Embargo, and keep them out of fight, is like
laying your finger ovet the unit before a feries of noughts,
and then arithmetically proving that they all amount to
nothing, ' : '

1t is not, however, in a mere oiniffion, nor yet in the hi{-
tory of the Embargo, that the inaccuracies of the ftatement,
1 am examining have given me the moft ferious concern—
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it is in the view taken of the queftions in . controverfy be-
tween us and Britain, The wifdom of the Embargo is a
queftion of great, but tranfient magnitude, and omiffion
facrifices no national right. Mr. Pickering’s obje& was to.
difsuade the nation from a war with England, into which he
fulpe&ed the adminiftration was plunging us, under French
compulfion. But the tendency of his pampblet is to recon-
cile the nation, or at leaflt the commercial ftates, to the fer-
wvitude of Britith prote€lion, and war with all the reft of Eu-
rope. . Hence England is reprefented as contending for the
common liberties of mankind, and our only fafe-guard a-
gainft the ambition and injuftice of France. Hence all our
fenfibilities are invoked in her favor, and all our antipathies
againft her antagonift. Hence too all the {ubjeéls of dif-
ference between us and Britain are alleged to be on our
part mere pretences, of which the right is unequivocally,
pronounced to be on ber side. Proceeding from a fenator
of the United States, fpecially charged as a member of the
Executive with the maintenance of the Natiow’s rights a-
gainft foreign powers, and at a moment extremely critical
of pending negotiation upon all the points thus delineated
this formal.abandonment of the American caule, this {um-
mons of unconditional furrender to the pretenfions of our
antagonift, is in my mind highly alarming, It becomes
therefore a duty to which every other confideration muft
yield to point out the errors of this reprefentation.  Before
we ftrike the ftandard of the Nation, let us at leaft examine
the purport of the {ummons. ... ‘
.. And first, with respect to the impressment of our sea-
men. We are told that ¢ the taking of British seamen
found on board our merchant vessels, by British ships
of war, is agreeably to a right, claimed and exercised
for ages.” It is obvious that this claim and exercise
of ages, could not apply to us, as an independent pen-
ple. If the right was claimed and exercised while our
vessels were navigating under the Britisa flag, it could
not authorize the same claim when their owners }_xave
become the citizens of a sovereign state. As a relic of
colonial servitude, whatever may be the claim of Great-
-Britain, it surely can be no ground for contending that

jtis entitled to our submission,
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17 it be meant that the right has been claimed and ex-.
ercised for ages over the merchant vessels of other na:-
tions, I apprehend it is a mistake —The case never oc-
‘curred with sufficient frequency to constitute even a

ractice, much less a right. If it had been either, it
would have been noticed by some of the writers on the
laws of nations. ‘'he truth is, the qucstion arose out of
American Independence—from the severance of one na-
tion into two. It was never made a question between
any other nations. There is therefore ne right of pre-
scription. -

But, it seems, it has also been claimed and exercised,
during the whole of the three administrations of our
national government. And is it meant to be asserted
that this claim and exercise constitute a right ? If it is,
I appeal to the uniform, unceasing and urgent remon-
strances of the three administrations—I appeal not on-
ly to the warm feelings, but cool justice of the Ameri-
can People—nay, I appeal to the sound sense and hon.
orable sentiment of the British nation itself, which,
however it may bave submitted at hometo this practice,
never would tolerate its sanction by law, against the as-
sertion. If it is not, how can it be affirmed, that it is
on our part a mere pretence ? :

But the first merchant of the United States, in answer
to Mr. Pickering’s late enquiries, has informed him
that since the affuir of the Chesapeuke, there hus been
no cause of complaint—that he could not find a single
instance, where they had taken one man out of a mer.
chant vessel.  Who it is, that enjoys the dignity of first
merchunt of the United States, we are not informed,.
But if he had applied to many merchunts in Boston as
respectable as any in the United States, they could have
told him of a valuable vessel and cargo, totally lost up-
on the coast of Lingland, late in August last, and sole-
Iy in consequence of having had two of her men, native
Amcricans, taken from her by impressment, two months
after the affuir of the Chesapeake.

On the 15th of Olober, the king of England iffued his
proclamauon, commanding his naval officers to imprefs his
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fubjefls from neatral veflels. This proclamation is repre-
fented as merely ¢ requiring the return of his fubjels, the
featnen efpecially, from foreign countries,” and then it is
an acknc')wlcd‘ge.d principle that every nation has a right to
the fervice of its fubjefs in time of war.” Is this, fir, a
,qorre_& ftatement eithet of the proclamation, or of the quef- -
tion it involves in which our right is concerned? The
King of England’s right to the fervice of his fubje&ls in
time of war is nothing to us. The qucftion is, whether be
has a right to feize them forcibly on board of our veflels
while under contra of fervice to our citizens, within our
Jurifdi@lion upon the high feas >—And whether he has a
right exprefsly to command his naval officers fo to feize
them—Is this an acknowledged principle? certainly not.
— Why then is this proclamation defcribed as founded up-
on uncontefted principle? and why is the command, fo
juftly offenfive to us, and fo milchievous as it might then
- have been made in execution, altogether omitted?

But it is not the taking of Britifh fubjefts from our vel-
fels, it is the taking under color of that pretence, our own,
native American citizens, which conftitutes the molt galling
aggravation of this mércilefs praélice. " Yet even this, we
are told, is but a pretence—for three reafons. '

1. Becaufe the number of citizens thus taken, is small.

2. Becaule it arifes only from the impoflibility of diftin-
guithing Englithmen from Americans. .

" 3. Becaufe, fuch imprefsed American citizens are ‘deli-
vered up, on duly authenticated proof. .

1. Small and great in point of numbers are relative
terms. To fuppofe that the native Americans form a {mall
proportion of the whole number imprefsed is a miftake—
the reverfe is the fat. Examine the official rewrns from
‘the department of ftate. They give the pames of between
four and five thoufand men impreffed fince the commence-
.ment of the prefent war.«—Of which number, not one-fifth
part were Britifh fubjefls—The pumber of naturalized
Americans could not amount to one-tenth—I hfxzard lmlg
in faying that more than three fourths were native Ameri-
cans. If it be faid that fome of thefe men, though appear-
- ing on the face of the returns, American Citizens, werc
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really Britith fubjes, and bad fraudulently procured their
proteétions, I reply that this number n-mﬁ be far exceeded
by the cafes of citizens imprefled, which never reach'}h-e
department of ftate. The American conful in London efti-
mates the number of imprefsments dvring the war at pearly
three times the amount of the names returned. Ifthe nature
of the offence be confidered in its true colors, to a people
having a juft fenfe of perfonal liberty and fecurity, it isin
every fingle inftance, of a malignity not inferior to that of
murder. The very fame aft, when committed by the re-
cruiting officer of one waticn within the territories of an-
other. is by the univerfal law and ufage of nations punifhed
with death. Suppofe the crime had beenin every inftance,
as by its confequences it has been in many, deliberate mur-
der. Would it anfwer or filence the voice of our com-
plaints to be told that the number was {mall ?

2. The impossibility of distinguishing English from
American seamen is not the only, nor even thc most
frequent occasion of impressment. Look again into
the returns from the department of state—you will see
that the officers take our men without pretending to
enquire where they were born; sometimes merely to
“shew their animosity, or their contempt for our coun-
try ; sometimes from the wantonness of power. When
they manifest the most tender regard for the neutral
rights of America, they lament that they wanz the men.
They regret the necessity, but they muss have their
complement. When we complain of these enormities,
we are answered that the acts of such officers were un-
authorised ; that the commanders of men of war, are
an unruly set of men, for whose violence their own
government cannot always be answerable ; that enqui-
ry shall be made—A court martial is sometimes men-
tioned—-and the issue of Whitby’s court martial has
taught us what relief is to be expected from that.—
There are even examples I am told, when such officers
have been put upon the'yellow list.  But this is a rare
exception—I he ordinary issue when the act is disa-
vowed, is the promotion of the actor,

3. The impressed native American citizens, howev-
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er, upon duly authenticated proof are delivered up. Ind
deed ! How unreasonable then - were complaint ?—
how effectual a remedy for the wrong ! An American
vessel, bound- to an Europe.n port, has two, three
or four native Americans, impressed by a British man
‘of war, bound to the Kast or West Indies. When
the American Captain arrives at his port of destin-tion,
he m.kes his protest, and sen s it to the nearest Ameris
can.Minister or Consul.  When he returns home, he
transmits the duplicate of his protest to the Secretary
of State.” In process of time, the names of the impres-
sed men, and of the ship into which they have been im-
pressed, are received by the agent in London.—He
makes his dem:nd that the men may be delivered up—
"I he Lords of the Admiralty, after a reasonable time for
enquiry and advisement, return for answ-r, th:t the
.ship is on a foreign station. und their Lordships can
therefore take no further steps in the matter—Or, that
the ship has been taken, and that the men have been re-
ceived in exchange-for French prisoners—OQr, that the
‘men had no protections (the impressing officers often
having taken them from the men)—Or, that the men
were probably British subjects—Or that they have en-
tered, and tuken the Bounty; (to which the officers
know how to reduce them)—Or that they have been
married, or settled in England. In all these cases,
without further ceremony, their dis:harge is rc:fused.
Sometimes, their Lordships, in a vein of humor, inform
the agent that the man has been discharged as unser-
wiceable. Sometimes, in a sterner ton: , they say he was
an im/)osicr. Or perhaps by way of consolation to his re-
latives and friends, they report that he has fallen in bat-
tle, «g inst nations in umity with his country —Some-
times they cooly return that there vs no such man on bo.rd
the ship ; and what has'become of him, the agonies of a
wife and children in his native land may be left to con-
jecture.  When all these and many other such apolo-
gies for refus | fail, the native American seamen 1 dis-
charged—in.: when by the ch.ritable aid of his govern-
.ment he hastound his w y home, he comes t().br intormed,
"that all is as it s:ould be—the number of his fullow-suf-
3
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ferers issmall—that it was impossible to distisguish him
from an Englishman—and that he was delivered up, on
duly authenticated proof.

Erough, of this disgusting sub]ect—I cannot, stop
to calculate how many of these wretched victims are
natives of Massachusetts, and how many. natives of Vir-
ginia—1I cannot stop to solve that knotty question of
national jurisprudence whether some of them might not
possibly be slaves, and therefore not citizens of the U-
nited States—I cannot stay to account for - the wonder,
why, poor, and ignorant and friendless as most of them
are, the voice of their complaints is so seldom heard in
the great navigating states. I admit that we have en-
dured this cruel indignity, through all the administra-
tions of the general government. I acknowledge that
Britain claims the right of seizing her subjects in our
merchantvessels, and thateven if we could acknowledge
1t, the line of discrimination would be difficult to draw.
%“Ve are notin a condition to maintain this right, by war,

and as the British government have been wore than
once on the point of giving it up of their own accord, I
would still hope for the day, when returning justice
shall induce them to abandon it, without compulsion.
Her subjects we do not want.—The degree of protec-
tion which we are bound to extend to them, cannot e-
qual the claim of our own citizens, I would subscribe
to any compromise of this contest, consistent with the
rights of sovereignty, the duties of humanity, and the
principles of reciprocity ; but to the right of forcing
even her own subjects out of our merchant vessels on
the high seas, I never can assent.

The second point upon which Mr. Pickering defends
the pretensions of Great-Britain, is her denial to neu-
iral nations of the right of prosecuting with her ene-
mies and their colonies, any commerce from which
they are excluded in time of peace. His statement of
this case adopts the British doctrine, as sound. The
right, as on the question of i.npressment so on this, it
surrenders at discretion——and it is equally defective in
point of fuct. ‘
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‘ In the ﬁrst_place,_ the cluim of Great-Britain, is not te
- a'nght Qf imposing on this neutral commerce some
limits and resiraints,” but of interdicting it altogether,
at i}er pleasure, of interdicting it without a moment’s
notice to neutrals, after solemn decisions of her courts
‘pf admiralty, and formal acknowledgments of her min-
isters, that itis a lawful trade—and, on such a sudden,
unnotified interdiction of pouncing upon all neutral
commerce navigating upon the faith of her decisions
and acknowledgments, and of gorging with confiscation
the greediness of her cruizers—this is the right claimed
by Britain—this is the power she has exercised—what
Mr. Pickering calls - limits and restraints,” she calls
relaxations of her right.

It is but little more than two years, since this ques-
tion was agitated both in England and America, with
as much zeal, energy and ability, as ever was display-
ed upon any question of national law. The British side
was supported by sir William Scott, Mr. Ward, and
the author of War in Disguise. But even in Britain
their doctrine was refuted to demonstrationby the Edin-.
burgh reviewers. En America, the rights of our coun-
try were maintained by numerous writers profoundly
skilled in the science of national and maritime law.
The Answer to War in Disguise was ascribed toa

entleman whose talents are universally acknowledged,
and who by bis official situations had been required
thoroughly to investigate every question of conflict be.
tween neutral and belligerent rights which has occurred
in the history of modern war. Mr. Gore and Mr.
Pinckney, our two commissioners at London, under
Mr. Jay’s treaty, the former, in a train of cool and con-
‘clusive argument addressed to Mr. Madison, the latter
in a memorial of splendid eloquence from the merchants
of Baltimore, supported the same cause; memorials,
drawn by lawyers of distinguished eminence, by mer-
chants of the highest character, and by statesmen ~of
long experience in our national councils, came from Sa-
lem, from Boston, from New.Haven, from New-York
and from Philadelphia, together with remonstrances to
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the same effect from Newburyport, Newport, Norfolk
and Charleston. This accumulated mass of legal learn-
ing, of commucrciul information and of national senti-
ment  from almost cvery inhabited spot upon .our
shores, and {rom one «xtremity of the union to the
other, confirmed by the unanswered and unanswerable
memorial of Mr. Monroe to the British minister, and
by the claborate rescarch and irresistible reasoning of
the ¢xamination of the British doctrine. was also made
a subject of full, and deliberate discussion in the senate
of the United States. A committee of seven members
of that body, after threc weeks of arduous investiga-
tion, reported three resolations, the first of which was
in these words : ¢* Resolved that the capture and con-
demnation, under the orders of the British government,
and adjudications of their courts of admiralty, of Ame.
ricun vessels and their cargoes, on the pretext of their
being employed in a trade with the enemies of Great-
Britain, prohibited in time of peace, is an unprovoked.
aggression upon the property of the citizens of these
United States, a violation of their neutral rights, and an
ercroachment upon their national Independence.” .
On the 131h of February, 1806, the question upon.
the adopuion of this resolution, was tuken in the senate,
The yeas and nays wcre required ; but not a solitary
nay was heard in answer. It was adopted by the unan-
imous voice of all the senators present.  They were
twenty-eight in pumber, and among them stands re-.
corded the name of Mr. Pickering. :
Let us remember that ihis was a question most pe-
culiarly and immediately of commercial, and not agri-
cultural interest ; that it arose from a call. loud, ener-
getic and unanim- us, from all the merchants of the
United States vpon congress, for the national interpo-
fition ; that many of the memorials invoked all the ener-
gy of the legislature, ana plcdged the lives and proper-
tics of the memorialists in support of any measures
which congress might deem necessary to vindicate those
- 7ights. Negotiation was  particularly recommen:ied
from Boston, and elsewhere—negotiation was adopted
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—negotiation has failed— ind now Mr. Pickering tells
us that Great Britain has claimed and maintained her
right ! He argues that her claim is just—und 1s not
sparing of censure upon those who still consider it as a
serious cause of complaint. - '
But there was one point of view in which the British
doctrine on this question was then only considered in-
cidentully in the United States—because it was not
deemed muterial for the discussion of our rights. We
ex«mined it chiefly us affccting the principles as be-
tween a belligerent and a neutral power.  But in fact
it was an infringement of the rights of war, as well as
the rights of peace. It was an unjustifiable enlarge-
ment of the spheie of hostile operations.  The enemies
of Great-Brit»in had, by the universal law of nations,
a right to the bencfits of neutral commerce within their
dominions (subject to the ex. eptions of actual blockade
and contruband) s well as neutral nations had a right
to trade with them. The exclusion fiom that com-
merce by this new principle of warfare which Britain,
in dcfiance of all immemorial national usages, under-
took by her single ‘wuthority to establish, but too na.
turally led her encmies to resort to new and ex.traordi-
nary principles, by which in their turn they might re.
tali.te this injury upon her. The pretence upon which
Britain in the first instance had attempted to colour her
injustice, was a miserable fic/ion—It was an argument
against fact. Her reasoning was, that a neutral vessel, 4
by mere admission in ume of war, into ports from
which it would bave been excluded in time of peace,
became thereby deprived of its national character, and
ipso facto was transtormed into enemy’s property.
Such was the bafis upon which arole the far famed rple
of war of 1756—>Such was the fgun‘dauon upon which
Britain clzimed and maintained this fuppofed right of ad-
. dingthatnew 1nftrument of defolation to the horrors of war
— It was diftrefling to her enemy-—yes ! Had fhe adopted
the practice of dealing with thew in poifon—*Had Mr. Fox
accepted the fervices of the man who offered to rid him of

the French Emperor by affaffination, and had the auempt
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fucceeded, it would have been lels diftreffing to France
than this rule of the war of 1756 ; and not more unjuftifi-
able. Mr. Fox had too fair a mind for either, but his com.
prehenfive and liberal fpirit was difcarded, with the Cabi-
net which he had formed. .

It bas been the ftruggle of reafon and humanity, and a-
bove all of chriftianity for two thoufand years to mitigate
the rigours of that fcourge of human kind, war. It is now
the ftruggle of Britain to aggravate them. Her rule of the
war of 1756, in itlelf and in its effects, was one of the dead-
lieft poilons, in which it was poflible for her to tinge the
weapons of her hoftility.

In itfelf and in its effects, I fay—For the French decrees
of Berlin and of Milan, the Spanifh and Dutch decrees of
the fame or the like tenor, and her own orders of January
and November—thefe alternations of licenfed pillage, this
eager competition between her and ber enemies for the
honor of giving the laft ftroke to the vitals of maritime
neutrality, all are juftly attributable to her affumption and
exercile of this fingle principle. The rule of the war of
1756 was the root, from which all the reft are but fukkers,
ftill at every fhoot growing ranker inluxuriance.

In the laft decrees of France and Spain, her own ingen-
ious fiftion is adopted ; and under them, every neutral vel.
fel that fubmits to Englifh fearch, has been carried into an
Englifh port, or paid a tax to the Englilh Government, is
declared denationalized, that is to have loft her national
character, and to have become Englith property. This 1s
cruel in execution; abfurd in argument. To refute it
were folly, for to the underftanding of a child it refutes itfelf.
But it is the reafloning of Britith Jurifts. It is the fimple
application to the circumftances and powers of France, of
the rule of the war of 1756.

I am not the apologift of France and Spain ; I have no
national attachments but to my own country. 1 fhall ne-
ver undertake to juftify or to palliate the infults or injuries
of any foreign power to that country which is dearer to me
than life. If the voice of reafon and of juftice could be
heard by France or Spain, they would fay—you have
done wrong to make the injuftice of your enemy towards
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neqtrals the measure pf your own. If fhe chaftifes with
‘ whxps,.dp' not you _cha(hfe with fcorpions.—Wheiher France
" would liften to this language, 1. know not. The mofl enor-
mous infraétions of our rights hitherto committed by her,
have beea more in menace than in accomplifhment.  The
alarm has been jultly great ; the anticipation threatening;
but the amount of a&tual injury. fmall. But to Britain, what
can we fay ? If we attempt to raife our voices, her minif
ter has declared to Mr. Pinckney that fhe will not hear.
The only reafon fhe affigns for her recent orders of council
is, that France proceeds on the fame principles. Itis only
by the light of blazing temples, and amid the groans of
women and children perifhing in the ruins of the fanflua-
ries of domeftic habitation at Copenhagen, that we can ex-
pe&t our remonftrances againft this courfe of proceeding
will be heard.

Let us come to the third and last of the causes of
complaint, which are represented as so frtvolous and so
unfounded—*the unfortunate affair of the Chesapeake.’”
The orders of Admiral Berkeley, under which this out-
rage was committed, have been disavowed by his gov-
ernment. General professions of a willingness to make
reparation for it, have been lavished in profusion ; and
we are now instructed to take these professions for en-
deavors ; to believe them sincere, because his Britannic
Majesty sent us a special envoy ; and to cast the odium
of defeating these endeavors upon our own government.

I have already told you, that Iam not one of those
who deem suspicion and distrust, in the highest order
of political virtues. Baseless suspicion is, in my esti-
mation, a vice, as pernicious in the management of

ublic affairs, as it is fatal to the happiness of a Gomes-
tic ife. ‘W hen, therefore, the British Mmisters have
declared their disposition to mak. ample rcparation for
an injury of a most atrocious character, committed by
an officer of high rank, and, as they say, utterly with-
out authority, I should most readily believe them, were
their professions not positively contradicted by facts of
more, powerful eloquence thun words.

Have such facts occurred 2 I will notagain allude to
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the circumstances of Mr. Rose’s departure upon his
mission at such a precise point of time. that his com.
mission and the orders of council of 11th November,
might h.ve been signed with the same penful of ink.
The sulijects were not immediately connected with each
other, and his m:jesty did not chuse 1o associate dis-
tinct 1opics of negotiation.  The attack upon the Ches.
apeake was disavowed ; and ample reparation was with.
held only, because wits the demand for satisfaction up-
on that injury. the American government had coup’ed
a demand for the cessation of others, alike in kind,.
but of minor aggravation. But had reparation really
b-en intended, would it not have been offered, not in
vague and general terms, Lut in precise and specific
proposals 2 Were any such made ? None ! Bt itis
said Mr. Monroe wis rest:icted from negoti»ting upon
this subject upart; and therefore Mr. Rose was to be sent
to Washingion ; charged with this single o ject ;3 and
without authority to treat upon or even to discuss any
other. Mr. HRose arrives—tuc American government
readhly determine to trent upon the Chesapeake affair,
separately fron a'l others 3 but b fore Mr. Rose scts
his foot on shore, in pursuincé of a pretension m.de
before 1y Ao, Canning, he conncects with 1he negotia-
tion, a subject far more distinet from the butchery of
the Chesapeake than the general impressment of our
seamen ; I mean the Proclamation, interdicting to Bri-
tish ships of war, the entr.nce of our harbors.

The great obstacle which has alwys interfered in
the adjus meut of our differences with Britan, hasb en
th,t she woul! not acquiesce in the only principle upon
which fuir n. gotiation between independent nations can
be contaucth: the principle of reciprovity, that she re.
fuses the appiication to us of the cliim which she asserts
.for herself  ‘The ion:nl,’.cvt,»kmg of men from an Amer.
ican vossel, was an esseniial part of (he outrage upon
the Chesapeake. It wus the ostensible purpose for
which tha st of w o unproJdamed, w s commitic(,—

«The presiucnt’s proclumation was a subsequent act, and
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~ was avowedly founded upon many similar aggressions,

- of which that was on'y the most aggravated.

*  If-then Britain could, with any color of reafon, claim

" that the general queftion of imprefsinent thould be laid
out of the cafe altogether, fhe ought upon the principle.of
reciprocity tohave laid equally out of the cafe, the proclama-
tion, a meafure fo eafily feparable from it, and in its nature
merely defenfive.  When therefore the made the repeal of
the proclamation an indilpenfable preliminary to all difcuf-
fion upon the nature and extent of that reparation which
fhe had offered, {he refufed to treat with us upon the foot-
ing of an independent power.  She infifted upon an a& of
feif-degradation on our part, before fhe would even tell
us, what redrefs fhe would condefcend to grant for a great
and acknowledged wrong. This was a condition which
fhe could not but know to be inadmiflible, and is of itfelf
proof nearly conclufive that her Cabinet never intended to
make for that wrong anv reparation at all.

But this is not all—It cannot be forgotten that when
that atrocious deed was committed, amidst the general
burst of indignation which resounded from every part of
the Union, there were among us a small number of per-
sons who, upon the opinion that Berkeley’s orders were
authorized by his government, undertook to justify them
in their fullest extent—These ideas, probably first propa-
gated by British official characters in this country, were
persisted in until the disavowal of the British government
took away the necessity for persevering in them, and
gave notice where the next position was to be taken.
This patriotic reasoning however had been so satisfactory
at Halifax, that complimentary letters were received from
Admiral Berkeley himself, highly approving the spirit in
which they were inculcated, and remarklpg. how easily
peace between the United States and Britain might be
preserved, if that measure of our national rights could be
made the prevailing standard of the country.

" When the news arrived in England, although the gen.
eral sentiment of the nation was not prepared for the for-
mal avowal and justification of this unparalleled aggres-
sion, yet there were not wanting persons there, ready to

—_
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claim and maintain the right of searching national ships
for deserters—It was said at the time, but for this we
must of course rest upon the credit of unofficial autheri-
ty, to have been made a serious question in the Cabinet
Council ; nor was its determination there ascribed to the
eloquence of the gentleman who became the official or-
gan of its communication—Add to this a circumstance,
which without claiming the irrefragable credence of di-
plomatic note, has yet its weight upon the common sense
of mankind ; that in all the daily newspapers, known to
be in the ministerial interest, Berkeley was justified and"
applauded in every variety of form that publication could
assume, excepting only that of official proclamation.—
The only part of his orders there disapproved, was the
reciprocal offer which he made of submitting his own
ships to be searched in return—that was very unequivo-
cally disclaimed—The ruffian right of superior force, was
the solid base upon which the claim was asserted ; and so
familiar was this argument grown to the casuists of Bri:
tish national jurisprudence, that the right of a British man
of war to seasch an American f{iigate, was to them a self-
evident proof against the right of the American frigate to -
search the British man of war.. The same tone has been
constantly kept up, until our accounts of latest date ; and
have been recently further invigorated by a very explicit
call for war with the United States, which they contend
‘could be of no possible injury to Britain, and which they
urge wupon the ministry as affording them an excel.
lent opportunity to accomplish a dismemberment of this
Union.—These sentiments have even been avowed in
Parliament, v here the nobleman who moved the address
of the House of Lords in answer to the King’s speech,
declared.that. the rlg}}t of searching national ships ought
to be maintained against the Americans, and disclaimed
only with respect to European sovereigns.

_ In thf: mean time Admiral Berkeley, by a court.mar-
tial of his own subordinate officers, hung one of the men

taken from the Chesapeake, and called his name Jenkin

Ratford.—There was, according to the answer so fres
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'quently given by the Lords of the Admiralty, wpon ap-
*plications for the discharge of impressed Americans, ne
such man on board the ship. 'The man thus executed had
been taken from the Chesapeake by the name of Wilson.
It is said, that on his trial he was identified by one or two
- witnesses who knew him, and that before he was turned
off he confessed his name to be Ratford, and that he was
born in England—But it has also been said that Ratford
is now living in Pennsylvania—and after the character
which the disavowal of Admiral Berkley’s own govern-
"m‘e'nt has given to his conduct, what confidence can be
*tlaimed or due to the proceedings of a court-martial of
his associates, held to sanction his proceedings.—The
three other men had not even been demanded in his or-
ders; they were taken by the sole authority of the Bri-
tish searching lieutenant, after the surrender of the
Chesapeake. There was not the shadow of a pretence
before the court-martial that they were British subjects,
or born in any of the British dominions. Yet by this
court-martial they were sentenced ' to suffer death.
"They were reprieved from execution, only upon condi-
tion of renouncing their rights as Americans by volun-
tary service in the king’s ships—They have never been
restored. To complete the catastrophe with which
this bloody tragedy was concluded, admiral Berkley.
himself in sanctioning the doom of these men—thus ob-
tained—thus tried—and thus sentenced, read them a
grave moral lecture on the enermity of their crime, in
its tendency to provoke a war between the United
States and Great-Britain.

Yet amidst all this parade of disavowal by his govern-
ment—amidst all these professions of readiness to make
reparation, not a single mark of the slightest disappro-
bation appears ever to have been manifested to that of-
ficer. His instructions were executed upon the Chesa-
peake in June—Rumours of his recall have been circu-
lated here—But on leaving the station at Hulifux, in
December, he received a complimentary address from
the colonial assembly, and assured them in answer, '

+that he had no official information of his recall. From

}

!
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thence he went to the West-Indies; and on leaving
Bermuda for England in February was addressed again
by that colonial government, in terms of high panegyri¢
upon his energy, with manifest allusion to his achieve-
ment upon the Chesapeake. o

Under 21l these circumstances, without applying any
of the maxims of a suspicious policy to the British pro-
fessions, I may still be permitted to believe that their
ministry never seriously intended to make us honorable
reporation, or indeed any 1epuaration at all, for that *“un-
fortunate affuir.”” _

It is impossible for any man to form an accurate
idea of the British policy towards the United States,
without taking into consideration the state of parties in
that government; and the views, characters and opin-
ions of the individuals at their helm of State. A liberal
and a hostile policy towards America, are among the
strongest marks of distinction between the political
systems of the rival statesmen of that kingdom. The
liberal party are reconciled to our Independence : and
though extremely tenacious of every right of theif own
country. are systematically disposed to preserve peace
with the U. S, Their opponents harbour sentiments
of a very different desceription—Their system is coer-
cion---Their object the recovery of their lost dominion
in North America-——This party now stands high in
power—Although Ad Berkley may never have recei-
ved written orders from them for his enterprize upon
the Chesapeake, yct in giving his instructions to the
squadron at Norfo'k, he knew full well under what ad.
ministration he wus acting. Every measure of that
administration towards us since that time hus been di.
rected to the sume purpose—7To break down the spirit
of our national independence.  Their purpose, as far
as it can be collected from their acts, is to force us into
war with them or with their enemies ; to leave us only
the bitter alternative of their vengeance or their protec-
tion.

Both these parties are no doubt willing, that we
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. should join them’in the war oftheir nation against France
-and her allies—The late administration would have
drawn us into it by treaty, the present are attempting it
by compulsion. The former would have admitied us
as allies, the latter will have us no oth-rwise than as
colonists.  On the late debates 1n Parliament, the lord
chancellor frecly avowed that the orders of Council of
11th November, were intended to make America at lase
senstble of the policy of joining England against France.
This too, Sir, is the fubftantial argument of Mr. Picker-
ing’s letter.  The fulpicions of a design in our own admin-
iftration to plunge us into a war with Britain, I never have
fhared. Our adminiftration have every intereft and every
motive that can influence the conduft of man to deterthem
from any fuch purpofe. Nor have I feen any thing in
their meafures bearing the flighteft indication of it. But
between a defign of war with England, and a furrender of
our national freedom" for the fake of war with the reft of
Europe, there is a material difference.  This is the polic
now In fubftance recommended to us, and for which the
interpofition of the commercial ftates is called. For this,
not only are all our outrages of Britain to be forgotten, but
the very affertion of our rights is to be branded with odi-
um.---Impressment— Neutral trade—British taxation—
Every thing that can diftinguifh a ftate of national freedom
from a ftate of national vaflalage, is to be surrendered at dis-
cretion. Inthe face of evary fat we are told to believe ev-
ery profeflion---In the midft of every indignity, we are point-
ed to Briufh proteftion as our only fhicid againft the uni-
verfal conqueror. Every phantom of jealoufy and fear is
evoked—The image of France with a {courge in her hand
is impreffed into the fervice, to lath us into the refuge of
obedience to Britain—infinuations are even made, that if
Britain ¢ with her thoufand thips of war,” has not deftroyed
our commerce, it has been owing to her indulgence and
we are almoft threatened in ber name with the ¢“deftruétion
of our faireft cities.”
Not one a& of hoftility to Britain has been committed
by us, fhe has not a pretence of that kind to allege—But if
fhe will wage war upon us, are we to do nothing in our own
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defence ? IF fhe iffues orders of umverfal plunder upenour
commerce, are we not to withhold it from her gralp? Is
American pillage one of thofe rights which fhe has claimed
and exercifed until we are foreciofed from any attempt to-
obftruft its colle@tion ? For what purpofe are we required
to make this facrifice of every thing that can give valor to
the name of freemen, this abandonment of the very right
of felf-prefervation ? Isit to avoid a war?-..Alas! Sir, it
does not offer even this plaufible plea of pufillanimity—
For, as fubmiffion would make us to all {ub{tantial purpo-
fes Briufh colenies, her enemies would unqueftionably
treat us as fuch, and after degrading ourfelves into volun-
tary fervitude to efcape a war with her, we thould incur
inevitable war with all her enemies, and be doomed to
fhare the deftinies of her conflit with a world in arms.

Between this unqualified fubmiffion, and offenfive refift-
ance againft the war upon maritime neutrality waged by the
concurring decrees of all the great belligerent powers, the
Embargo was adopted, and has been hitherto’ continued: .
So far was it from being diftated by France, that it was cal.
culated to withdraw, and has withdrawn from within
her reach all the means of cbmpulﬁou’ which her fub-
fequent decrees would have put in her pofleflion.—
It has added to the motives both of France and England -
for preferving peace with us, and has diminifhed their in-
ducements to war.

It has leffened their capacities of infliting injury upon
us, and given us fome preparation for refiftance to them—
Tt has taken from their violence the lure of intereft—1It has
dathed the philter of pillage from the lips of rapine. That
it is diftrefling to ourlelves—that it calls for the fortitude
of a people, determined to maintain their rights, is not to

.. be denied. But the only alternative was between that and
war.  Whether it will yet fave us from that calamity, can-

" not be determined, but if not, it will prepare us for the
«further ftruggle to which 'we may be called. Its double
tendency of.promoting peace and preparing for war, in its
-operation upon both the belligerent rivals, is the great ad-
vantage, which more than outwexghs all its evils,
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Tf any ftatefinan_ can point out another alternative, I a
ready to hear him, and for any praflicable expedient to len’3
him_every poflible affitance. But let not that expedient
be, fubmiffion to trade under Britifh licenses, and Britifh
taxation. We are told that even under thefle reftrifions
we may yet trade to the Britifh dominions, to Africa and
China, and with the colonies of France, Spain and {iol-
land.” I afk not how much of this trade would be left, when
our intercourfe with the whole continent of Europe being
cut off would leave us no means of purchafe, and no mar-
ket for fale 2 I afk not, what trade we could enjoy with

_ the colonies of nations with which we fhould be at war? I
~afk not how long Britian would leave open to us avenues of

trade, which evenin thefe very ordersof council, fhe boafts
of leaving open asa fpecia! indulgence ? If we yield the
principle, we abandon all pretence to national fovereignty.
To yearn for the fragments of trade which might be lef;,
would be to pine for the crumbs of commercial fervitude.
The boon, which we fhould bumiliate ourfelves to accept
from Britifh bounty, would foon be withdrawn. Submif-

fion never yet fat boundaries to encroachment. From plea-

ding for kaif the empire, w¢ fhou'd fink into fupplicants for
life—We fhould fupplicate in vain. If we mull fall, let
us fall, freemen—1f wé mult perifh, let it be in defence of
our RIGHTS. '

To conclude, Str, I am not fenfible of any receflity for
the extraordinary interference of the commercia] ftates. to
controul the general councils of the nation. if any inter-
ference could, at this critical extremity of our affairs, have
a kindly effe&t upon our common welfare, it would be in-
terference to promote union, and not a divilion—to urge
mutual confidence, and not univerfal diftruft—to ftrength-
en the arm, and not to relax the finews of the nation. Our
suffering and our dangers, though differing perbaps in de-

gree, are univerfal in extent. As their caules are juftly -

chargeable, fo their removal is dependent not upon our-
felves, but upon others. But whilethggfpirit of Independencc

fhall continue to beat in unifon with the pulfes of the na-. |
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tion, no danger will be truly fermidable. Our duties are,
to prepare with concerted energy, for thofe which threaten
us, to meet them without difmay, and to rely for thclr iffue
upon Heaven.

I am, with great respect and attachment
. Dear Sir,

Your ‘friend and humble servant,

J7'HN QUINCY ADAMS.

Hon. Harrzson Gray Ouis,

L]
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