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INTRODUCTORY REMARKS.

sacecsee

THE following pieces, containing an Analysis of the late cor.
respondence between our Government and those of Great-Brituin and
France, were first published in the Columbian Centinel, but as the sub-
Ject is deeply interesting, and from its nature requires a connected course,
both of argument and attention, it has been thought cxpedient to repub-
lish them in this form.

1t is a matter of deep regret, that some of those superior and
enlightened statesmen, of whom we have yet a fex, who have been edu-
cated in diplomatic life, have not thought it their duty to enter into this
discussion, and to point out the errors of our Administration, und the ru-
inous coirsequences which will inevitably follow from them.

The writer of this Analysis hus waited anxiously for such a
display, but in vain.

The Publiclk: mind, excited fo the highest degree, by real dis-
iress, and more dreadful prospects, has sought in secondary causes, the
sources of the public calamities. ~ The arrestation of our commerce, the
total winihilation of cxternal as well as internal trade, are effects not
causes. They are the instruments employed to scourge and afflict us.
But the secret ond hidden causes of the infliction of this punishment ure
fo be sought elsewhere. Remove our commercial restrain‘, and our cvils
are nof cured—Qur malady will only become the more inveterote. Meu-
sures will succeed, so much more disastrous, as to make us look back to our
present sufferings, and to hail them as blescings.  Thisis not prophe-
cy——0ur rulers have raised the curtain, end have invited us to look be-
hind the scenes. They already threaten us, that if our clamours should
compel them to abandon their present system, they have evils in store for
us which will make us repent our ungracious interference with their
policy. '

What then are these hidden causes which impel our rulers to
our mutual ruin ? N IR

They will be found in the secret journals of, the revolutiorary
Congress—in motions to impeach or censurc our ministers for daring 13
restore peace to their bleeding country withoul the xoxcurrence of Fran:e,

T'hey will be found in the private minuies of Genet, Fauchet,
Adet, and Turreau..in the clamours against ncutrality in 1793 .in
Madison’s resolutions for a commercial war . .in the-opposition to IVi:/-
ington’s proposed pacifick mission to Greut-Britain. .ix the violent and
revolutionary atlempts to prevent the adoption of the Zrcaty~which re-
sulted from that mission. a
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They will be found, in short, in the whole history of the di.
plomatick intercourse of Mr. Jefferson. _in one unvaried course of sub-
mission to France, and hostility to Great-Britain, of which the dispatches
now analysed form no mean and undistinguished part.

They, who read only to be amused, who expect fo find an orna-
mented and polished style in the following Analysis, will be disappointed.
Perspicuity alone has appeared to the writer to be indispensable, when
employed in erposing the sophistry of men, who to cover their redl de-
signs, veil them in language, alicays ambiguous, and frequently impenetra.
bly obscure,

ANALYSIS.

Of the late Dispatches and Correspondence between our Cab-
inct and those of Fraucc and Great- Britain.

No. 1.

AT lastit would seem, to the eye of superficial observers, that the court
of Washington had determined to abandon that suspicious and insulting
system of secrecy, which, while it contradicted all their former principles
and professions, was calculated to rouse the jealousy, and excite the in-
dignation of eyery independent man. If this were true, little credit
would be due ¥ the government, as it is well known, and will be long re-
collected, that this information was withheld until it could no longer be
of use ; that it was suppressed until the United States were, against their
own sense and wishes, plunged into a state little short of actual hostility
with the two most powerful nations of Europe, into a desperate and for-
lorn situation, in which retrogradec movements involve eternal disgrace,
and perscverance, or progressive steps, inevitable ruin.,

Nor ought it to be overlooked, that cven this scanty portion of light,
which gives us ouly a glance int.o our future dark and gloomy prospects,
was not voluntarily bestowed, bt was cxtorted by the patriotick exertions
of the apponeats of our late dest ructive system.

Bat it will be seen in the courtse of this Analysis that even this affected
Trankness of communication is an illusion. Every thing which may tend
to implicate the adininistration may have been and probably has been
withheld, and we are treated wit:h detached fragments, and broken sen-
tences, from the letters of our f'oreign ministers, which only excite the
strongest suspicions of the alarmi ng nature of those which are suppressed.

ks this the languege of disaffec tion only, and unreasonable jealousy ?
Can ic be illibers! to doubt the « iincerity of men, who, in earlier and
happier times, before they had be en so skilled in political cunning, were
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declared by a friend who knew them well to have a ¢¢ language confiden-
tial and a language official” ?—[ See Genet’s letters]—Is it ungenerous
to suspect men who have been cducated in the intriguing politics of
France, to be capable of making formal dispatches to satisfy the publick,
and of thwarting those dispatches by their confidential communications ?

If, for example, it should be necessary to satisfy the British cabinet,
and prevent an open rupture, that our administration should preserve the
appearance of resistance to the unjustand abominable measures of France,
is it not quite conceivable, that with the approbation of Mons. Cham-
pagny, an official note may be delivered by our minister, making a formal
remonstrance to the decrees of France, in order to give fresh force to our
complamts against Great-Britain ? It may be supposed, and our cabinet
would have it believed, that France would not consent to such a system,
inasmuch as she wished to involve us in an open war with England ; but I
am persuaded it will appear that Franceis fully satisfied with the existing
state of things ; that it gives her all the benefits she could hope to derive
from our avowed alliance, without obliging her to any pecuniary sacrifi-
ces to maintain our cause.

Besides, this half way state between absolute alliance and dependence,
and perfect independence, gives her the most favourable opportunity to
draw very considerable revenuc from us in the form of captures and
seizures, which would be vastly more difficult in a state of avowed con-
nection and amity. \

This proposition I will venturc to state without the dread of contra-
diction, thatit will appear by a close and candid examination of these
dispatches, (although they are artfully selected to impose wpon the peo-
ple) that the government of the Uniied States have a perfect private un-
derstanding with France, and are deiermined to resist all the honoura-
ble and amicable proposals of Great Britain,

The first document published Ly our government, is a letter from Mr.
Madison to Mr. Armstrong, dated May 22d, 1807 ;—and the first in-
quiry which occurs to us upon it, is, why this letter was not incinded in
the communications of the president in the winter of 1808, when it was
pretended that he communicated tg congress all the correspondence of
any importance betwecn us and for&gn conrts, and if he had notso de-
clared, it was his duty to have made publick such important papers, in
which no matter requiring secrecy existed.

2dly. It appears that our administration chose to consider the Berlin
decree as vague and uncertain as to its intentions, or as Mr. Madison in
the cabinet jargon calls it, ¢¢ inarticulutc’ and that they chose to presume,
and did affect to presume, it was not intended to operate against us,
though it is well known to every merchant’s clerk, that we were the on-
ly neutral nation at that time, and the only one of course upon whom
the decree could operate. Overlooking this notorious fact, as well un-
derstood by the government as by every body else, the cabinet go still
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further, and affect to feel a delight in the explanations of the minister of
marine, though every man of sense perfectly understood their duplicity :
though that minister expressly disclaimed all anthority to decide for Mr,
Talleyrand, who was absent : though men of intelligence in our coun.
try at the time predicted, indecd were certain of the purposed fallacy of
those cxplanations. The event has proved, not that our government was
mistaken, for they never believed the minister of marine sincere, but
that the French government adopted that irregular and ludicrous course
in order probably to prevent an instant retaliation on the part of Great
Britain ; but as soon as their nolicy required, they denied, as was pre.
dicted, the aunthority of the minister of marine, and declared that the de-
crees had no exception whatever. Indeed if they had no applicability to
us, they were perfectly nugatory, as no other neutral nation then ex-
isted. This fact is an unanswerable one, and proves the falshood and in.
sincerity of our cabinet.

Mr. Madison goes on to presume that the French orders would be fe-
vourably expounded. Which he declares to be the most probable event.

Why presume it?  Fre.an the pat conduct of I'rance towards us ?
When did she ever perform any stipulation in our favour cither under
our old treaty or the existing one ? s there onc solitary instance of her
good faith ¢ Is it to be found in the condemnation of the first captured
vessel, the ship Jay, in violation of the stipulation that {ree ships should
make free goods ? Shall we find it in the decree which declared all Bri.
tish manufucturcs on board our ships lawful prize ? and which further
condemned the vessel and cargo for having any amount of them onboard ?
Isit to be perccived in the inhuman decree which sentenced to death all
neufrals found on board enemics’ skips, though serving by force ? Or
was thisgreat confidence derived from the peculiar sense of justice and re-
gard to ncutral rights manifested by the present emperour 2 Was the
violation of the Prussian territory. the seizure of the duke ¢’Enghein in
the neutral states of the cloctor of Baden, and the daily violation of the
rights of all weaker states, sufficicnt pledges to our adiviring and submis-
sive cabinet ?

IN spite of the constant experience of the infidclity of the French
Cabinet, which has in cvery period of its history made spost of all its en-
gagements with us, Mr. Manisox tells Mr. AxystroNG, that it is pro-
bable that the French decree would be favourably expounded towards us.

If this letter had been an official one, dirccted to the Cabinet of St.
Cloud, the principles of civility might have induced otr government to
have adopted the language of insincerity ; butin a private letter to our
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own minister no apology can be made for this complimont to the upright
views of France, and it must be admitted to have proceeded solely from a
devotion to that Court.

1t was the more extraordinary, as it is apparent from the tenor of the
Bertin decree, that it conld have no possible operation except upon the
commerce of the United States.

We were thie only nation which then visited the ports of England :—
Woe were the only people on whom the blockade could operate ; and to
admit an interpretation, which rendercd the decrec absurd and nugatory,
is unequivocal proof of a disposition to submit to the grossest deception
from the Cabinetof S¥. Cloud.

This very letter of Mr. Mapisox, contains the most perfect proof that
our government did not, and could not have helicved the interpretation
given informally by Mr. Decres, sincere.—For it contains an admission
that the French cruisers 1 the West.Indies had enforced the decree
against us, and that these depredations constituted just claims of re-
dress.—Have any of these captured ships been restored 2  If they have,
shew us the case and the decision.

“This letter, it will be remarked, is dated May 22d, 1807, and is a full
and perfect refutation of an assertion in the report of the committee of
congress, just made, rccommending a perseverance in our hostile mea-
sures. Io that report it is stated, that the Horizon was the first case
which had occurred of the extension of the Berlin decree to us, and that
that decree did not tako place till Scptember, 1807.

If it be said, that the West.India cases were only the acts of inferior
courts, we may ask whether they have been in any single instance re-
versed ?

We would alsoenquire why it-is, that Mr. Armstrong’s remonstrances
on this subject are suppressed ? And whether he has cver made any
tomplaint, or whether, as in another case, he thought the ¢¢ application
would not only be useless, dut injurious

This recals to our recollection a former instance of subserviency to
France, in which one of our ministers told the cabinet of France, that wt
should not only bear the departure from our stipulated rights ¢¢ with pa-
tience, but with pleasure.”

We should not have recurred to this ancient proof of devotion to the
views of France, if ii had not furnished a fair and natural occasion to
remark, that a set of men, who in 1795 could justify and defend the out-
rageous and unmasked profligacy of France, in its conduct toward us,
could not be expected to discover any considcrable degree of spirit,
1gainst her, now her power is so vastly increased.

The second letter is from Mr, Madison to Gen. Armstrong, and its
‘eaturcs are still more strongly marked with servility and devotion to
France. Itacknowledges the receipt of the evidence of the violation,
tot only of our treaty, but of every principle ¢f humanity, in the con,
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demnatiorw of the Horizon, which had been by the act of Glod stranded on
the French coast :—'iven barbarians would have respected the claims of
humanity ; and the French government, estranged as it is from any hon-
orable and humane sentiment, had it scems, on a former occasion, re.
stored even an enemy’s property throwninto their power by the act of
God—But the submissive and humble Americans are not even entitled to
the clemency due to enemies. The old feudal principle s revived, and
their right to reclaim their property is denied to a nation whose govern.
ment has placed them in relation to Franccin the condition of Cerfs.

This letter, which is a private one to our minister in France, goes fur.
ther, and admits, and forever binds us, by its publication, to the admis.
sion, that the Berlin decree, if not enforced oun the high seas, was lawful
as a municipal regulation, and furnished no cause of complaint. As this
same dastardly, incorrect and impolitick concession has been made by
the late committee of Congress, who make so many professions of patri.
otism, and regard to our homnour, it deserves some little consideration.
This single idea is the basis of all their defence of the government, for
having tamcly subnitted without remonstrauce, to the decree of Berlin.

Now suppose there had been no order or declaration of blockade, but
simply a declaration, that all vessels entering the ports of France and her
allies, having touched in England, or having on board merchandize of
the growth and manufacture of England or her colounies, should be
scized and confiscated :—Is not this a violation of the law of nations, and
a direct breach of the convention hetween France and us ?

Docs not the 12th article of our convention with France secure to us
this privilege 2>—or, if that may be doubted, which perhaps it may, could
France, without previous notice, not only interdict the entry, but order
the confiscation of property, bona fide American, which had entered her
ports, or those of hier vassal and even neutral states, in full confidence
of protection under the law of nations, and of our existing treaty, solely
on the ground that the property was originally of British growth or
manufacture, though done fide transferred to a neutral friend ? If she
lawfully might so decrec, and so enforce her decrees, then all the seizures
at Leghorn, Naples, and in France, are at once legitimate acts. On
this ground they are defended by one of our public guardians, Mr. Mad.
ison ; and this official letter, being thus imprudently published, will form
a perpetual bar to any reclamations for their unprecedented injuries. If
the decree had been confined to an interdiction of entry into the ports of
France, some little color might have been afforded for Mr. Madison’s
humble apology ; though, even in that case, it would have been the
ground of just representation and complaint, that the prohibiting the
entry of ships laden with American produce, for the single cause of their
having touched at a British port, was a violation of that freedom of trade,
of which France has been, in late years, the professed champion, but the
most outrageous violator.
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Itis in smail points we discern the temper and views of men ; and we
intreat our readers to examine carefully the strain of this apology for
French outrage.

Towards the close of this letter, Mr. ‘Madison chooses to anticipate
that France will complain of anfecedent violations, to the injury of
France, by the government of Great-Britain ;. _he goes further . _he says,
“¢ the fact cannot be denied ;> that is, in plain English, it is true that G.
Britain has been the aggressor, and to the injury of France, and adds,
<¢ that the French decree may be pronounced a rctaliation on the preced-
ing conduct of Great-Britain.” . _This we do most solemnly deny ; and
as it forms the basis not only of this letter, but of the report of the com-
mittee in favor of non-intercourse. .of Mr John Q. Adams’ letter to Mr.
Otis, and of all that has been or cin be said, in extenuation of the
attrocious conduct of France ; we shall devote to it our next and more
particular attention. . . We shall, however, make in this place this serious
remark, that even if it were true, it is a concession which it was extreme-
ly impolitic to make, and more so to publish, since it puts to an end for-
ever, all our claims on France for the effects and depredations committed
nuder the Berlin and Milz,m decrees.

““The French Decree might on the same ground de pronounced a retaliation on

the preceding conduct of Great-Britain.”’
Sec Mapisox’s letter to Gen. ARMSTRONG.

THE concession contained in the foregoing extract, is full as mean,
and ought to excite as general indignation, as the same gentleman’s declar-
ation to Mr. Randolph, % France wants money, and must have it.”

The effect of the publication of this concession will be, to bar forever
all our claims for redress for captures or injuries sustained under the
Berlin and Milan decrees, and to furnish the French with not only pre-
texts but justifications for any future violations of our rights. It is not,
however, my present purpose to display the rashness and impolicy, if not
TREACHERY of this conduct ;—it is sufficient to say, that in any other
government it would cost the officer his character and employment, if
not his life.

It is at present proposed to prove, that this argument and concession
furnished to France is wholly unfounded ; and that France herself has
never set up any such pretensions, except through the medium of her
American servants. '

Before we examine the truth of this proposition, it may be useful to

consider the force of the terms used by Mr. Madison.
‘0

4
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The evident object of our Secretary, as well in this letter as in the late
report of the commiittee, probably furnished by him, is to place the inju-
ries of 'runce und Great Brituin on an egua/ footing ; or, even to give a
darker shade to those of the latter. He had just been speaking of the
principle of retuliation urged by Great Britain in justification of her or-
ders of Nov. 11, 1807, and then adds, that the « French decree might on
the same ground be pronounced a retaliation on the preceding conduct of
Great Brituin.””  That is to say, that the French decrees might with equal
Justice not simply be piretended to be, but fironounced, a retaliation on the
British conduct. In still simpler language, France can as justly defend
her Berlin decree on the ground of retaliation as Great Britain can justify
hers of Nov. 11th, on the same ground.

As it is alwuys best to simplify propositions as far as possible, before
we proceed to prove the total falsity of this position, we shall remurk, that
even if it had been true that the two decrees stood in this respect in pari
delictu, (in equal fault) still the circumstances under which they were re-
spectively issued, ought to huve excited ten times the indignation against
France as against Greut Brituin, instead of drawing forth labored apolo-
gies in favour of the former.

First. With France we had 2 coMMERCIAL TREATY, purchased at an
immense price, the sacrifice of the claims of our citizens to the amount
of at least TwENTY MiLLIONS of dollars.—This treaty exfiressly FORRIDS
this precise form of injury which Bonuparte has adopted. This was the
Jirst instance in which we had ever had any occasion to resort to the
stipulations in our favour ; and in this first instance are they shamelessly
and without apology violated :—Nor does l'rance pretend a violation on
our part to justify the outrage. Let the government shew uny formal
complaint on the part of France, prior to the Berlin decree ; and without
such compl.int no such measure could legally have been resorted to, even
if in other respects justifiable.

With Great Brituin we were not only united by no treaty, but we had
rejected. under the most extraordinary circumstances, a convention which
had been agreed to by our own ministers, and which would have placed
our commerce and prosperity on the most secure footing. We had
moreover done every thing to force that government into a declaration of
war, and our cxisting state at the moment of issuing her orders was at
least on our side, thut of an enemy, or one disposed to be an enemy. We
had interdicted the entry of her public ships, while we admitted those of
her eneniy ; and we hud gone as fur as it was thought our people would
beur in the system of coercion, by non importation of her manufactures.
So far then, we had no right to expect friendship from that Cabinet ; and
of course, much less reason to be irritated at any measures she might
adopt of an unfriendly nature.

Secondly. France not only gave us no notice prior to the operation of
her Decrees, but by a policy truly Gallican, she allured us into her ports,
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By pretending that they should not operate against us; but when she
found she had a competent quantity of game within her rcach she spr.ug
the trap,and seized our unwary and deluded fellow citizens. This seizure
and loss must be attributed to the inconceivable blindness, or wilful sub-
mission of our Cabinet to the views of France. They affected to con-
sider, or really believed this kalf veiled and syren like declaration of
France sincere ; they, by this conduct, assisted to decoy our unhappy citi-
zens ; and ashamed to avow their errors, they even at the present mo-
‘ment choose to consider that France has changed her views, rather than
‘has intentionally deceived.

But Great Britain, far from imitating the detestable perfidy of France,
frankly notified our government the preceding yeur, that unless resisted,
she should be obliged to retaliate upon France those decrees, which
through neutrals, were aimed at her existence. She not only did this,
but after waiting in vain for the smallest movement on our purt, when she
actually issued her orders she gave the most umple time and notice to all
neutrals, to avoid fulling within their purview and effects. ‘o

Thirdly. The decrees of France were without limitation as to extent ;
they embraced every dependency and colony of Great Britain, through-
out the world.

But those of Great Britain left open to us the extensive colonies of her
enemies ; and in short, every source of trade which was essentiul to our
comfort and even prosperity.

It has been represented, for party purposes, that all this trade is upon
the condition of paying her a “tribute,” and even the late committec of
Congress have given a colour to this assertion. Itis, however, not truc.—
The duties demanded by her, and which are falsely culled a “ tribute’ are
enly demandable in case we voluntarily go to Great Britain, and request a
clearance for the continental ports of her enemies, which she blockudes.
This is merely nomina/~—amere point of honour between her and France—
becauseif Great Britain permitted you to go, France wouldnot. Herdecrecs
confiscate your property for the single crime of having been in a British port.
The case,therefore,canneverhappen ; and she knew well that it never would
happen. Why then was it imposed ? As a point of honour between her
and her enemy. Her enemy said, No neutral shall ever enter the ports
of England—I will capture and condemn them. Great Britain, in reply,
says, No neutral who has submitted to this usurpation of France, shall go
thither without first entering my ports; and I will tax the products bound
to my enemy, which will enhance the price, if he chooses to admit it.
And yet, strange to relate, this qualification or modification is represent-
ed, gravely represented, by our impartial government, as more oppressive,
more insulting than if it had been an absolute prohibition j=—than the de-
crees of France, which are an absolute prohibition ! But I repeat it, this is
merely a zominal provision ;—for it can operate only in case France shouid
repeal her decrees, in which case the whole fubric is destroyed :—But i
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does not apply to the vast commerce of Spain, Portugal, Sweden, the East
and West Indics, and all the neutral ports of the world.

Fourthly. France disfranchises, for ever, all Ameri(;an shifis, which
at any time after the decree shall have visited a British port. - The
effect of this would be, cither that a distinct set of ships must have been
kept for the trade of each country, or if Great Britain had not issued her
orders, in the course of four or five years every American shifi would have
been interdicted the trade of France. The men who are so alive to the
degradation of a ¢ tribute,” which never has been and never can be ex-
acted, are not only insensible to this insult and violation of our treaty, but
our ministers openly, with the countenance of Mr. Madison, justify it, as
a mere municipal regulation ! What? Arce we not entitled by treaty to
visit freely tLe ports of the enemies of France? And are we not equally
secured in our direct commerce with France? And can these two rights
, be considered secure, while every one of our ships are interdicted an
entry—rnay, are confiscated, if they dare to enter any French port ; or if
they shall have visited any British port in a former voyage? No notice is
however taken of this outragcous part of the decree.

But Great Britain has made no such arbitrary disqualifications :—If you
cscape the vigiiance of her frigates, and enter your own ports, the forfeiture
is uvoided, and she does not assume an imperial authority to disfranchise,
by standing and permanent laws, the whole of your marine.

La:tly. The French had no power to enforce their blockade ;—that the
measurc had no colourable justification under the law of nations. It had
the character of impotency striving to outstrip malignity. They were
obliged to resort therefore to cunning to draw us within' their fangs, and
the unhappy victims, like the visitors of the lion, were seen to enter but
never to return.

Great Britain, on the other hand, had the means. of enforcing a strict
and rigorous blockade, and the very men who brand this blockade as ille-
gal because nominal, have the shamecless inconsistency of defending the
embargo on the ground that not one of our ships would have escaped cap-
ture by Great Britain ;—that if the embargo had never been imposed, so
wide and effectual would be the operation of the British orders, no portion
of safe commerce would have been left to us.

Strange and inconsiderate politicians! Defending by their very conces-
sions the policy they condemn. For if such be the power of Great Britamn
to eniorce her orders, to coerce her enemy, to execute her blockade, the
perfect justification of them may be grounded on that power. For on
what, may it be asked, rests the acknowledged doctrine of legal blockade,
but on the power to coerce and distress an enemy? « This power is de-
clared in the convention of the famous armed neutrality, formed to estab-
lisk and impose by force, a new, liberal maritime code ; to be lawfully
exercised whenever a ship cannot enter a blockaded port without immi-
nent danger of being captured.” And our politicians condemn the British
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decrees, though merely retaliatory while they declare, that few or none of
our ships could possibly escape the vigilance of the British cruisers.

Thus then from this short view, which might be extended to a variety
of other examples of the difference in point of severity between the French
and British orders, it is apparent, that nothing but the grossest and most
wilful partiality could induce Mr. Madison, our cabinet, our {oreign minis-
ters, and the committee of Congress, to place the I'rench and British gov-
ernments on a footing of equality, or. as equally meriting our resentment
and hostility. But we propose to prove, that there is not the smallest
pretence for the allegation that % The French decrees can with justice be,
prronounced as retaliations on the conduct of the British.

‘Was France, as Mr. Madison, and the Committee of Congress in imitation ot
him, declare, authorized to make retaliation on Great Britain, through Neutral
Commerce, as much as Great Britain was authorized to retaliate on France?

THIS is a most interesting que+don :—It decides the correctness orin-
correctness of the policy of our Cabinet, who affect to treat them both
alike ;—and professing to consider this subject deliberately, we invite the
attention, of every true friend of our country. We are bound to yield an
implicit obedience to their decisions, we trust that there is yet sufficient
spirit and independence in our country to resist these arbitrary doctrines,
and good sense enough to discriminate betwggen a fair and laudable attenmpt
to examine impartially the conduct of the two great belligerent nations,
and a wish so often unjustly and illiberally charged upon us, to justify the
improper conduct of either of them.

If France was, as Mr. Maddison declares, as well justified as Great
Britain in making retaliation through neutral commerce upon her enemy,
this right must result Trom some one of the grounds stated by the late
committee of Congress, who appear to be too much attached to France to
omit any of her reasonable pretensions.

These grounds are stated to be,

Firstly. The attack on our rights by Great Britain in impressing American
seamen. F

Secondly. The extension of the right of blockade —And,

Thirdly. The doctrine of cutting off the colonial trade, more generally known
by the name of the rule of 1756.

With respect to the two first, the Committee ef Congress, ashamed tc
show a downright submission to France, have given one answer—
that even if these were wrongs, they affected principally ourselves, .nd
were not the subject of belligerent complaint. But even on these poiats
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the partiality of the Committec was obvious, because they neglected to
give other answers which would have been still more conclusive.

As to the impressment of our seamen, they might, and they ought to
have said, that Great Britain never claimed the right to take any other
than her own seamen ;—that this was a right which not only every ot/er
nation, but France* in an especial manner, had not only claimed and exer-
cised, but which she would never yield ;—that if inconveniencies and in-
juries to ourselves had arisen from this claim, they were to be attributed
to very natural causes, the similarity of language and manners, the diffi-
culty of discrimination, and the facility afforded by these circumstances to
the mariners of Great Britain to fly her service, at a time when the law
of nature and nations required their assistance, and authorized every rea-
sonable measure of compulsion to secure it.

As to the British orders of blockade, they might have said, that the his-
tory of the present war had offered a new state of things, in which the vast
preponderance of one belligerent on the ocean, the total incapacity of the
other to enter the lists on that field of contest, had really changed the an-
cient established rules; or to speak more correctly, had authorized the
application of those rules in a more extensive manner. The whole doc-
trine of blockade is founded upon the idea that a belligerent has the power
so to impede the trade of the blockaded port as to render it dangerous.—
This is the only &nritation to this power set up by the fumous armed neu-
trality ; and the records of our insurance-offices will shew, that the British
blockades have possessed these requisites.—It has been almost impracti-
cuble at any premium to insure a vessel bound to any port avowedly
blockaded.

If these honourable gentlemen had referred to our former correspond-
ence with France, they would have found, that under the administration of
‘Washington, both these matters were fully discussed ; and as France gave
no answer to them, but aftcrwards made a treaty without any stipulation
it is fuirly to be presumed that she was conscious they were untenable.

In the answer of our government to Mr. Adet, on the subject of im-
fressments, our Secretary remarks, ¢ This, Sir, was a subject which con-
cerned only our government. As an independent nation we were not
bound to render an account to any other of the measures we deemed
proper to adopt for the protection of our own citizens.”

An answer sipilar to that was given on the subject of blockade, ta
which it was addd, that so long as the British Cabinet on those points
adhered to the law of nations, there could be no just cause of complaint.

We come then to the doctrine of colonial trade, upon which all the ad-
vocates of the present administration appear to rely, as cause of justifica-

* See the Nouveau code des Prises “ Decree of the King in Council, dated
August 5th, 1676, reciting that where his Majesty had issued a proclamation
ordering all Frenchmen in the employ of foreign nations to return, under pain of
death, it commutes the punishment to that of the galleys.” It has been custom-
ary for France to issue such an order in every war.
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tion for the French decrees. This doctrine has been usually, but improp-
erly, as we shall shew, entitled the rule of the war of 1756: and it is this,
that neutrals have no right to exercise or carry on a traffic between the
colonies of a belligerent, and the parent country of such colonies, which
was interdicted or unlawful prior to the war. ,

"That this is a doctrine enforced by Great Britain, throughout the whole
of the present war, from 1793 to this day, we do not deny ; but, we say,
that France had no reason to complain of it, and did not in fact make it
the ground of her decrees of Berlin and Milan, we do solemnly contend,
1in opposition to her apologist and advocate, Mr. Madison, for the following
Teasons i—

Firstly. Because France was herself the author of that principle, and
has never contradicted it in any public act from the moment in which she
first introduced it.

On the twenty-third day of July, 1704, as appears by the ordonnances of
Louis XIV. commented on by Valin, it was declared by France, ¢ That ali
vessels which should have, or which should thereafter depart from the
ports of an enemy, laden in whole or in prart with any goods whatsoever,
bound to any other ports than those of the country to which such neutral
vessel belonged, should be declared good prize.” ¢ And it was further
declared, that vessels bound even from a neutral port to an enemy’s port,
on board of which should be found any articles of the growz4 or manufac-
ture of an enemy, such articles should be lawful prize.”

I forbear to enter into the other parts of that ordonnance, which vastly
exceeded, in severity, those now cited ; because these are sufficiently
broad to support the rule of 1756 as against France.

The same rule was still further extended and enforced by France, in
1744. Thus it'appears, that France first established this rule, and en-
forced it, more than 50 years before the British tribunals imitated their
example—and, therefore, as it relates to that nation, that rule could not
be the ground of just retaliation.

Secondly. This rule,if it can be disputed on fair and honorable grounds,
could not be the foundation of complaint on the part of France, because
the same answer could be given to it, as was given by our last and even
the present administration, to the compluints of France on the subject of
impressment, and that is, that it concerns ourselves only and our govern-
ment, and is an affair in which France has no right to interfere—Because
it might be replied to France, that she, by standing and perpetual laws,
interdicts all our trade with her colonies ;—that these laws are still unre-
pealed, and are only suspended by temporary orders ;—that as she does
not admit us to this trade in time of peace, but only in moments of neces-
sity, we are not bound to defend our rights to this licensed and limited
traffic, at the moment when her necessities should induce her to change
her narrow and restricted policy ;—that if this had been a trade we had
enjoyed in peace, we should he ready to contend for it ; but as it was pre-
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carious and arbitrary, dependent wholly on her personal interests, we were
not obliged to commit our honour or peace to support it.

Lastly. France has never urged us to support this claim. We have
perused with care and attention all the various churges made by that nav
tion against us. Amidst the voluminous and frivolous complaints of Adet
and Genet, we find no charge of our submitting to this principle. The
reason is obvious ; it is a principle first set up by France, herself, which
she enforced during the war of 1793, and which she now enforces by her
Berlin and Milan decrees—a principle which she will never relinquish.
If it be said, that the case had not occurred, when Genet and Adet made
their long and unfounded complaints of our breach of neutrality ; we an-
swer, that Great Brituin set it up in 1793, and enforced it more during
the first years of that war than she has at any subsequent period.

In the opposition made to our treaty with Great Britain, France never
objected to our not obtaining a relinquishment of that principle ; and yet
she found every possible fault with that cxcelient convention. In short,
there cannot be produced a single diplomatic paper from the cabinet or
officers of France, in which the right to interdict the colonial trade is
denied. The motives for this silence I have developed. Itis her own—
it is her darling principle ; and if ever heaven in its wrath shall re-estab-
lish the French marine power, we shall see this doctrine revived and en-
forced, with a severity and injustice which shall make us think the httle
finger of France heavier than the loins of Great Britain.
~ But though France is thus silent, if not indifferent to the doctrine
of the colonial trade, it seems she does not want able champions in this
country, who dare to set up excuses, that even her ministers have not the
audacity to urge. It was reserved for our age and our nation to set the
example of men in public office, in offices of trust and confidence, palliat-
ing and even justifying the most atrocious and piratical decrees of our
enemies, and justifying them upon grounds which those enemies have.
not the consistency and effrontery to urge.

No. 5.

EXAMINATION
Uf these Dispatches, as to the much boasted impartiality of the late offers te
Great Britain and France, in relation to their several edicts and decrees.

THIS is the grand point upon which the President and all hxs friends
exultingly rely to prove, that he has .at last thrown aside his system
of submission to France; has returned to a sense of our neutral obliga-
tions ; and has, for once at least, manifested an 1mpartiality worthy of
Washington. If thisis true, he would be entitled to a high degree of
credit, a degree proportioned to the difficulty he must have felt in over-
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coming his deep-rooted prejudices. In judging, therefore, of the late
‘offers to France and Great Britain, we ought to require and receive a
very high degree of evidence, before we admit, that Great Britain and
France have been treated with a tolerable share of equality.

In anslyzing these dispatches, I hold myself bound to prove, that there is
hot only no evidence of any such impartiality, but that there is proof, not
to be resisted, that the offers were perfectly illusory to Great Britain, and
so artfully arranged and deceitfully expressed as that while a refusal of

" them was inevitably foreseen on the part of that Court, they might pro-
duce a belief, in the people of this country, that every reasonable measure
had been adopted consistent with our honor.

Tke purpert of the President’s declaration to Congress, and also of the
late report of the committee to that body, in relation to these offers, is,
that there were simultaneous propositions made to the Courts of St. Cloud
and St. James, equally fair and honorable to both nations, and which either
of them might have accepted without any derogation to its honor.

We undertake to prove, that these offers were unequal, unjust ; and
were made under circumstances which rendered it impossible they could
be accepted by one of them. The field upon which I am now entering is
a vast one ; it calls for great patience in the investigation, inasmuch as it
is no trifling task to trace the doublings and windings of cunning politi-
cians, who have devoted their whole lives to Machiavelian politics——But
the reward will be equal to the labor ; the magnitude and importance of
the subject not only justify but demand some sacrifices of our ease. If
our rulerg have honestly and sincerely attempted to rescue us from the
evils into hich their former errors had plunged us, let them receive
the praise which they merit ; but if instead of attempting to procure us
relief, they have continued to pursue the same destructive and wayward
policy which has brought us to the verge of ruin, let them find their pun-
ishment in the contempt and indignation of an injured people.

The first remark I shall make upon the documents lately published in
relation to the offers made to France and Great Britan, for the repeal of
their respective edicts, is this, that while all the correspondence between
Mr. Pinckney and Mr. Canning, and between our minister in London and
Mr. Madison, is made known, no¢ one &ne of the correspondence, or re-
monstrances, or offers of Mr. Armstrong to the French Cabinet, on the
subject of their decrees, is given to the public, unless the letter of Gen.
Armstrong, so late as August 6th, 1808, to Monsieur Champagny, be
considered ‘as of this description—But I do not consider that this letter
contains the offers transmitted to France, because there is no proposition
to rescind the decrees ; and because it does not comport with the positive
instructions given to Mr. Armstrong, which were to offer to France a
declaration of war against Great Britain, as an equivalent for her removal
of the Embargo.~This letter of Gen. Armstrong is to be sure sufficient-
ly disgraceful, and is entitled to and will recgive 3 most ample examina-

3.
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tion Hereafter.—My assertion is then without limitation, that no portioh of
the real offers made to France is made known.—Why this suppression ?
Can the negotiation with France require more secrecy than that with
Great Britain ?  Are the administration afraid to permit zhat part of their
policy to see the light ?  'We shall soon see the reason of this secrecy.;
and that it is probable, that while war and alliunce were offered to i'rance,
a merely nominal proposition was made to Great Brituin, so clogged vith
conditions, so hampered with qualifications, that it was known it could
never be accepted.

Secondly. The offer which Mr. Armstrong was authorized to make to
the cabinet of St. Cloud, as a motive to induce the repcul of its outrugeous
decrecs, was that of war with Great Britain, in case the cabinet of the lat-
ter should not cqually withdraw hers.—Startle not, my fellow citizens, at
the extravagance of this proposal ! The pacific, the meek, and submis-
sive adrninistration which prefers suicide to war, and dares to brave evils
tenfold greater than those of war itself in order to avoid it, has surrender-
ed to the Emperor of Irance the power which he last year claimed of
disposing of our fatc at his pleasure, and this too in direct terms.

Surcly the adiministration will not seek a refuge from this charge in
tts own insincerity, and pretend, that after the compliance of France, it
would have been at liberty to declare war or not against Great Britain.
1 come to the proof :—In the letter pf Mr. Madison to Gen. Armstrong,
dated May 2d, 1808, after reciting the power given to the President to
suspend the Embargo, he adds.

“The conditions on which the suspending authority is to be exereised, will en-
gage your particular attention—The relation in which a recall of itt retaliating
decrees by e/t/ier power will place the United States to the other is obvious, and
ought to be a motive to the measure proportioned to the desire which has been
manifested by each to produce collisions between the United States and its ad-
versary, and which must be equally felt by each to avoid one with itself.”

There is to be sure no small portion of Jeffersonian mist around and
amidst this sentence, but we can translate it into our native language.—The
relation in which we stood to Great Britain was that of peace, though as
closcly bordering on that of war, as our administration could make it.—
This relation was to be changed in favor of France, if she should accept
odr offer—it could not be ckanged but into a state of war, which it nearly
resembled before ; and that this was the meaning of the sentence, is plain
from the following words, the firomise and assurance of a change of this re-
lation « ought to be a motive proportioned to the desire which has been
manifested by each to produce collisions between the United States and its—
adversary.”

That this word « collisions” was a milder, -philosophic term for war, is
evident by the observation, that this desire to produce collisions had been
manifested. —Now, though Great Britain has never manifested a desire to
produce war between us and France, yet France had, by the letter of M. .
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Champagny, not only urged us to war, in expiress terms, but had declar-
ed for our cabinet, and people, that we were at war actually. with Great
Britain.—It was to this manifestation of the desire of France, that Mr.
Madison undoubtedly referred.

But in order that no doubt might hang over the intentions of the gov-
ernment, to offer an alliance offensive and defensive to France, as a con-
dition of the repeal of her decrees, Mr. Madison adds in the same letter,

* On the other hand, should she (France) set the example of revocation, Great
Britain would be obliged, either by following it, to restore to France the full
benefit of neutral trade, which she needs, or by persevering in her obnoxious
orders, after the pretext for them had ceased, to render collisions with the United
States inevitable.” .

Now as Mr. Armstrong was directed to urge this argument upon
France, and as we had a partial non-importation act in force against Great
Britain, and a still more hostile measure in the interdiction of her public
ships, it was a direct offer to France of engaging in the war upon the
condition therein expressed. Unless, therefore, it is avowed, that the
offer was insincere, Mr. Jefferson must have pledged the peace of the
country, and placed it at the disposal of France. If other proofs were
wanting of the positive nature of this offer, they can be found in the fol-
lowing extract of Mr. Madison’s letter to Mr. Pinckney, of April 30, 1808,
in which he has unwarily dropped his metaphorical expressions :

¢Should the French government revoke so much of its decrees as violate our
nentral rights, or give explanations and assurances having the like effect, and en..
titling it therefore to the removal of the embargo, as it applies to France, it will
be 1MPOSSIBLE t0 view a perseverance of Great Britain in her retaliatory orders
in any other Lght than that of war.” .

Here, then, is a pirecious proof of impartiality, To Great Britain Mr,
Jefferson says,

¢ Repeal all your orders—repeal them in totidem verbis, (and as we shall shew
by and by) with the sterile, nay insulting offer of simply placing her on the foot-
_ ing in which she stood at the moment they were issued, on the simple condition

of withdrawing our embargo, which formed no part of the motives for issuing
them.” :

But to the Great Emperor of France, our good friend and ally, who
burns, sinks, seizes, confiscates, and destroys at his good pleasure, the
property of both friends and foes, he mildly says,

 Repeal or rescind so muck only of your decrees as relates to us, or give as-
surances and explanations to the like effect, and we will declare War against
your enemy.” ‘

What ! when the perfidious violation of the assurances of Decrés, as to
the French orders, was at that moment visible in the seizure of our ships
and cargoes at Antwerp, and throughout the continent of Europe ; when
a solemn treaty made by this Emperer himself, was hourly a‘nd hab;tgauy
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vioJated, was our government not only content to accept their verbal as-
surances, in place of a rcfical, but to make those assurances the foundation
of a War aguinst Great Britain ?

But I shall be told, that although Mr. Armstrong had positive instruc-
tions to make these proposals, yet that in fact they were never made.—
This is a matter which rests in the breasts of the Administration alone.
They know the motives which have induced them to suppress the cor-
respondence between the French government and our minisier on that
point. But I may be permitted to make two remarks in this place :

Firstly. That as Mr. Armstrong’s instructions to offer a war against Great
Britain were positive and unqualified, he has violated his orders if be has ne-
glected to do it ;—and as he is continued in place and confidence, there is no.
reason to presume that he failed to comply with the wishes of the government.

Secondly. That Mr. Armstrong acknowledges the receipt of the aforesaid let-
ter by the St. Michael, giving him the above mentioned instruction, on the 2d
day of June last ; but the only communication to the French government on this
subject, which is published, is dated the 6th day of August, and is totally va-
riant from his instructions.

Is it credible, that as both the French and American ministers were
during that period in Paris, Mr. Armstrong was guilty of the culnable
neglect of being silent on this topic, when the continuance of our embargo
rested upon the issue, und when he was ordered to lose no time in ob-
taining a definitive reply ? '

Thus then I believe it is proved, that to France a solid, direct and posi-
tive cffer was made of an engagement in the /ar on her side, if she
should withdraw her decrees, or if not, that the offer we made to her was
merely illusory and insincere, for we offered her nothing else—we could
offer her nothing else. Why this offer was not accepted, I shall here-
after consider, when I shall make some general remarks on the policy
disclosed by these despatches. Z'hat no correspiondent, analogous, or equal
offer was made to Great Britain, I propose next to establish ; but on the
contrary that the offer in effect was insulting to the undesstanding of that
cabinet, as the vindication of it, as a fair measure, is equally so to that of
the good people of the United States.

enwe smma

No. 6.

Have the present administration proved their impartiality in their late offers
to Great Britain and France, to produce the repeal of their respective Orders
and Decrees?

WE say NoT—-and we now proceed in the proof. We have already
shewn, that the motive and inducement offered to France to induce a relax-
ation of her unjust decrees, was no less.than a declaration of war against
Great Britain, in case the latter should refuse to withdraw her orders.
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- 'We have alsoassigned a great variety of reasons te shew that Greut
Britain deserved et least as much favour at our hands, her orders having
“been second in point of time, colourable at least in point of retaliation, less
extensive and unprincipled in their terms, not charged like the otliers
with a-perfidious breach of treaty, not issued, like those of her enemy,
against a submissive a1‘1d complying friend, but operating against one who
had assumed a hostile attitude, and who was threatening actual war.

So far, however, were Mr. Jefferson’s offers from being impartial to the
two bellizerents, that to Great Britain, in lieu of the substantial offer of
war against her enemy, in case she should repeal %er orders, and her ene-
my should refuse to rescind his, he simply offered to repeal our embargo,
and intimated, in terms ¢oo /oose to produce any confidence, that he might
leave the embargo to operate against France.

That he did not offer to GreatBritain, as he did to France, a war with its
enemy, would be apparent to every reflecting man, from two conclusive
considerations, independent of the evidence I shall presently cite from the
dispatches.

Firstly. 1t is impossible that Great Britain should not have accepted the
offer-—A war on our side against France would not only have perfectly
fulfilled the whole object of the British orders, but by rendering the block-
ade of the French ports totally unnecessary, it would have relieved Great
Britain from vast expense, and have liberated her forces for other ob-
jects.—Our aid too, though small compared to her own vast power, would
have been extremely convenient to her, and the monopoly which such a
war would produce of all our commerce would have been of vast advan-
tage to her power. Besides, as no maritime nation but the United States
was neutral, the orders themselves would have been virtually repealed by
our embarking in the war, since she did not require those orders to encble
her to capture all the ships of her enemies, and her allies could have no
trade with France.

Secondly. The letter of Mr. Canning te Mr. Pinckney, of September
23d, 1808, proves that Great Britain understood both Mr. Pinckney’s
verbal and written offers, in this light; for he evidently answers these
offers on the ground that they extended solely to the removal of our em-
bargo, which, if intended as a measure of impartial hostility, he remarks
was unjust, as France was the aggressor, and Great Britain would not
consent to buy off our unjust hostility, by withdrawing a measure aimed
not at us, but at her enemy, France. '

Thirdly. That our government understood their own offer in this light,
is evident from the following unanswerablé clause in the letter of Mr.
Madison, of July 18, 1808, to Mr. Pinckney :—

« 1t will be difficult therefore to conceive any motive in Great Britain to roject
the offer you will have made, other than the hope of inducing, on the part of
France, a perseverance in her irritating policy towards the United States, and on
fthe part of the latter, hostile resentments against it.” :
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This sentence proves not only that our government never offered to
Great Britain, as she had done to France, a war with France as a condi-
tion of a compliance with our offers, but that she had not even offered, in
decided terms, to adopt any hostile measures whatever against France,
in case the latter should refuse to follow the example of revocation.—For
if our offer to Great Britain had been either of @ war with its enemy, or
even of hostile resentments, in case of the refusal of the latter to follow the
example of repeal, it is not frossible to conceive how Mr. Madison couLD
BELIEVE, that her motive for r¢jecting such an offer must be a wish to
produce the very effects which the offer itself promised.

This argument is reduced to the accuracy of a syllogism, and can no
more be refuted than a correct mathematical demonstration.—It is thus
perceived, that the evil genius of art and duplicity will sometimes leave
its votaries in a state of self-condemnation.

We now proceed to prove, that the inferences we have drawn from
these important collateral considerations are confirmed by the dispatches
themselves ;—and that the offers were shamefully (we do not say pur-
posely) vague and inexplicit.

The first letter, on this topic, is from Mr. Madison to Mr. Pinckney,
dated April 30, 1808, and it merits this singuler remark alone, that while
it puts the alternative case of France repealing her decrees and the re-

_fusal of Great Britain, and states, exfiressly, that such a case would pro-
duce war with the latter, yet it never puts the other supposable case, of a
repeal by Great Britain, and an adherence by France.—Of course, Mr.
Pinckney was uninstructed on this point.

At the same time, let it be remembered, that in the letter on the same
point, to our minister in France, BoTH cases were stated, and war against
England absolutely promised, if any meaning and sincerity can be placed
in words.—This we discussed in our last number.

1t may be further remarked, on this first letter, and no other was writ-
ten until the 18th July, no direct promise was made of even taking off the
embargo—A language of doubt and subterfuge was adopted, and the
British government were only to be told, that if they would rescind, no¢
the orders of November only, but all their decrees on the same subject,
Mr. Pinckney “ MIGHT AUTHORISE an EXPECTATION that the President
% would, within a REASONABLE time, give effect to the authority vested 'in
“ him on the subject of the embargo.”

In this shamefully loose and insincere mainer was this important
subject treated; and we ask those who have seen the art and duplicity,
the chicane and Machiavelianism of our present cabinet, whether if Great-
Britain had acceded to our offers, they could not have devised a thousand
ways of getting rid of the above-mentioned equivocal and uncertain ex-
pressions.—With infinitely more honor could they have done it, than
have rejected the solemn treaty made by Munroe, and the still more sol-
¢mn embassy of Mr. Rose. Could Great-Brirain be censured after such
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proofs of our duplicity, and our desire to avoid a friendly settlement, if
she distrusted the very vague and ridiculously loose expressions of the
foregoing instructions. A

Nor is this all—The dispatch of Mr. Madison, of April 30th, must be
considered as having been qualified and restrained by the general and posi-
tive terms of that minister’s letter of the 4th of April,in the same year, in
which he tells Mr. Pinkney, thatif Great-Britain should without condition,
revoke her orders, still while the affair of the Chesapreake remained un-
expiated, he was not to ¢ pledge our government to consider the repeal
« of the orders as a ground on which a removal of the existing restrictions
« on the commerce of the United States with Great-Britain would be
« justly expected.”

If then this letter, written only twenty-four days before, be considered
as a part of the instructions, and it was never countermanded, it must be
so considered, that even the illusory and trifling offer made to Great-
Britain, was accompanied with a condition which it was known would
fiever be, and indeed could never be accepted.

The removal of our restrictions, of which the Embargo was one, was
to depend on Great Britain’s making a due expiation to-Mr. Jefferson for
the attack, the wumauthorised attack, on the Chesafreake.~~This could
never be done, and Mr. Jeffetson knew it, and therefore knew that his
offer could never be accepted.—Becaluse no terms which Great Britain
could offer, would ever be acceptable to the President of the United
States, so long as they would not be acceptable to France. .

Our government, by violating the law and that decorum hitherto pre-
served among nations, in taking its own revenge into its own hands, had
rendered it impossible that Great Britain could ever give us satisfaction,
until those measures of self-satisfaction and revenge were repealed.
On the other hand, by absolutely refusing to repeal those measures, and
thus to receive the offers of reparation, tendered by a solemn embassy,
it had rendered the settlemcnt of the affair of the Chesaficake impossible,
unti! Great Britain should be actually conquered by our arms or restric-
tive energies, an event improbable so long as Bonaparte is inadequate
to that object.

Mr. Jefferson, knowing all these facts, was assured that he might safe-
ly make any offer to Great Britain, so long as he coupled it with his in-
admissible pretensions, and his diplomatic quibbles in the affair of the
Chesafieake. ' ,

The subject of the offers to Great Britain might be rested on this
simple, but, we think, unanswerable view. Still, however, as it is all-
important to shew the false and insidious policy of our cabinet—a policy
which is the sole cause of all our troubles, I shall devote to it one
other number.
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No. 7.

.

The futility, unfairness, and impolicy of the offers made to Great Britain.

BEFORE we pursue this subject, it may be fair to remark, that al-
though the instructions of Mr. Pinckney, first transmitted, did not even
authorize him to pledge the government to a repeal of the Embargo, yet
upon the 26th of August, after it was ascertained that France would not
repeal her decrees, Mr. Pinckney ventured to make a positive offer to re-
peal the Embargo, in case Great Britain would rescind her orders.

That this offer, under all its circumstances, was insincere, and even af-
frontive to Great Britain, is not only apparent from the arguments hereto-
fore adduced, from the sensible reply of Mr. Canning, who appears to
have fully developed the views of Mr. Jefferson, but also from the con-
siderations which I now propose to urge.

ZFirst. The offer of repealing the embargo as a motive to induce the
rescinding of the British orders, has no feature of reciprocity.—~Our em-
bargo did not and could not enter into the motives of the British orders,
because it was not in existence when they were issued. The avowed and
real object of those orders was, to retaliate upon France her decrees
against the British commerce, and against neutrals who were concerned
in that commerce.

Any offer, short of a removal of the cause could certainly be viewed in
no other light than as an insult—They had before assured us, says Mr.
Madison, ¢ that they would repeal or relax fieri frassu with their enemy.>
More could not be demanded of them ; and our government know, and
have always known, the value of a solemn pledge made by Great Britain.
To France, therefore, our only application ought to have been made.=
She had taken care to bind herself by no promises of relaxation; but she
ought to have been pressed home with the fuir offer of Great Britain;
and if obstinate to our just complaints, resisted. -

Again—the offer was not reciprocal, inasmuch as we gained every thing
by the proposed bargain—Great Britain nothing :—She threw open the
ports of all her enemies to a free commerce with us, the only neurral ;o
while her own remained shut to us by the violent and unjust decrees of
her rival.

Further—the offer was not reciprocal, inasmuch as we could, without
dishonor, repeal our embargo. it was neither urged, supported, or ex-
plained as a hostile or retuliatory, but a munj~ipal measure. It might
therefore be abandoned without discredit. On the other hand, Great
Britain had taken up the glove which her haughty and overbearing rivat
had thrown down : He had invited, nay forced her into a commercial
warfare. To desert it, would be defeat; to abundon the conflict, dis-
grace. The liberties of tirat nation will not long survive their sense of
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honour. It was then impracticable, impossible for her to accept our
offer ; and, of necessity, affrontive on our part to ask it, upon such con-
ditions.

Secondly. The offer to Great Britain was affrontive, as well as destitute
of reciprocity. It was not only asking her to humble herself before her
haughty rival ; and, in that view we acted as allies on the side of France ;
it was not only demanding of her to concede something to us, but infinite-
ly more to her enemy—Dbut it is not to be disguised, and [ see no reason
for keeping the secret, the offer was intended to humble Great Britain
before us. There is no man in the United States, however weak may be
his understanding, who does not comprehend the re.l policy of the em-
‘bargo, which the transparent vcil thrown over it in debate and diplomatic
proceedings does not hide, but only exaggerates. The languagc of the
administration, their well known character, the prohibition of exportation
by land, the declaration of insurrection against the inhabitants of Ver-
‘mont, the hostility avowed by all the friends of our government to Great
Britain, the constant apologies and indulgencies to I'rance; all speak a
language too intelligible to be mistaken—a language as well understood
in the cabinet of St. James, as in the conclave composed of Mr. Jefferson,
Mr. Madison, and the representative of his Imperial Majesty ;—a lan-
guage which Mr. Cahning chooses to let us know he fully understands
and feels, though with the smooth politeness of diplomatic forms it is de-
corously disguised. I say, that the offer was affrontive to Great Britain,
because there is not a man in the United States who does not feel, that
had she yielded to our claims, it would have been pronounced, and exult-
ingly echoed, even in the hall of Congress, as a victory over an enemy—
a victory, which would have given as sincere pleasure at St. Cloud as at
Washington.

Thirdly. The two last ideas naturally lead us to consider our offer as
mean, inconsistent and hypocritical. It was mean, because Mr. Madisan,
in his letter of December 23d, 1807, directly contrary to what every mun
knew to be the fuct, directs Mr. Pinckney to assure the British govern- -
ment, that the embargo was a measure * neither hostile in its character,
¢ nor justifying, inviting or leading to hostility with any nation whatever.”
It was however at thut moment recommended in 4 newspapcr paragraph,
supposed to be written by thg President himself or Mr. Mudison, as a
strong, coercive measure. It \as fnconsistent, becuuse the very offer
made to Great Britain in itself implied, that the embargo was a hosiile
measure, operating severely upon her, and to remove which she would
be induced to abandon her whole course of measures against her enemy,
to admit that she was conquered, and that too by the «restrictive ener-
gies ” of America. How any minister could pen such a proposal, after
‘the first solemn declaration, I cannot conceive ; and 1t will be still more
astonishing if every honest and virtuous American docs not bjush for the
profligate meaness of such public agents. . '

4
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From the abovc considerations, I think I need not attempt to prove,
that the conduct of the government has been hypocritical. .

Fourthly. The offer to Great Britain was extremely impolitic upon the
principles which our administration have heretofore set up.—For upwards
of twenty years Mr. Jefferson and Mr. Madison have been at the head
of a sect, which has maintained, that America held the life-strings of the
British nation ;~—that at our nod her sinews would be relaxed ;—if we
should close our bountiful hands, she would starve ;~if we should hide
cur faces in displeasure, she would perish. Arrived, for the curse and
punishment of the American nation, at the head of our affairs, the sect-
aries had, last year, a fair opportunity, which they had long sought, and
had endeavored by every means to bring about, to put their starving and
coercing system into execution. But can it be believed, within four
months they abandoned the pride of conquest, and the chance of glory,
did not wait for manifestations of discontent on the part of their enemy,
but ingloriously made an offer to abandon their famous experiment, be-
fore any of its boasted effects had taken place. Perhaps we shall be told
dgain, that the opposition and evasion of the law had contributed to keep
alive the hopes of the enemy ; and that a few newspaper paragraphs,treated
with affected contempit by our administration, had governed the councils of
the cabinet of §t. James. But we may rely in the language so often used
upon this occasion, that that system of measures must be destitute of Justi-
fication, which 1n its very nature excites oppositon and forcible resist-
ancé from an orderly and quiet people ;—from a people who have sub-
mitted, almost without a murmur, to the conduct of an administration
which, by its folly, its partiality, its prejudices, have brought us to the
brink of ruin ;—that as to the effect of the opposition upon the conduct
of foreign nutions, the evidence of its operation is feeble, and if it were
more considerable, that conduct would be still more affected by the rash
and unexumpled measures of force adopted to coerce obedience—by an
executive proclamation of rebellion—by the attempt to stifle complaints,
amd render nugatory the judicial power; and by converting a peaceable
and happy country into a military camp.

Such, then, is the specific nature of the proposals'made to Great
Britain—so loose and general in their terms—so inferior to those made
to France—so destitute of reciprocity-——so affrontive in their manner—so
mean and inconsistent, as well as hypocritical, in their character ;—and
finally, so impolitic in relation to the professed system of the present
cabinet.

It may perhaps be asked, how it has happened that France, so eager
to involve this country ina war with Great Britain, did not acceptthe offer
of our government to declare war against Great Britain, in case she
(France) should repeal her decrees and Great Britain should refuse to
repeal hers ? ’
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To this question it may be answered, that France perfectly understood,
that not withstanding our bravados, we werc not ready to enter actively
into the war. The experience of seven years of negotiating meanness,
of tame submission, had convinced her, that nothing like energy could be
expected of a cabinet, which had consented to pay millions in order to
secure an inglorious quiet ; and tha as our offer of war was grounded on
the avowed presumption and on an express condition that Great Britain
would not repeal her orders, though France should rescind her decrees ;
yet as the former had pledged itself to repeal or velax, pari passu, it was
certain that as soon as France should return to a sense of justice, and re-
store our neutral rights, Great Britain would instantly take off all her
restrictions, and thus render our offer of war nugatory.

The offer, then, was perfectly illusory and futile, as to both nations.
How then, it may be asked, can we reconcile these apparently solemn
and serious offers to the two belligereuts ?—We ure irresis!ibly compell-
ed to adopt the opinions and solution of that staunch and enlightened
patriot, Colonel Pickering, in his late excellent speech in the Senate, upon
Mr. Hillhouse’s motion to take off the embargo. Admit only that this
solution is correct, and all our difficulties vanish ; and the waywurd policy
of our administration remains without a cloud, exposed in all its nuked
deformity. He has shewn by a recurrence to facts, and a citation of the
dates and circumstances, that the embargo proceeded not from the in-
creasing and imminent dangers to which our commerce was exposed—
for he proves, by arguments irresistible, that no such dungers at thas
time existed ;—not from the British erders, because they were not only
not known, but as he declares in the face of the whole Senate und of the
world, they formed no part of the argument or of the reasons on which
the embargo was enforced ;—nor indeed could they have formed any part
of it, because those orders were not known till fifty days after the embur-
go was laid—He proves it still more conclusively, by the terms und
the documents accompanying the President’s messuge recommend-
ing the embargo, as well as by Mr. Madison’s letter of December
23, 1807, to Mr. Pinckney, our minister at London, in which he states
that the reasons for the embargo were explained in the messvge of the
President, of which the British orders formed no fiari ;——and it is incred-
ible, that when stating to our minister at the British court the motives
which led to the measure, he should not have stated our fears of retal-
iation on the part of Great Britain, as one of the most operative causes.

It is, therefore, apparent, that this is one of those adventitious, post-
erior and accidental circumstances, of which a cunning and intriguing set
of men are willing to avail themselves, to conceal the real motives of their
conduct. Those weal motives Colanel Pickering has with great delicucy
hinted at.—As a Senator, perhaps his respect for the decorum nccessary
in such a body, required some degree of restraint in avowing his real
convictions. We have no such restraint ;—we are bound by no such rules
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and we arc at liberty to say, that the true and only cause of the embargo
is to be found 1n the demands and threats of France,

It is a fact, that only four days before the embargo was inflicted, as
the greatest scourge which this country ever endured, a dispatch was re-
ccived from I‘rance ; and it is not now denied, that the purport of that
dispatch was, that we should no longer be neusrai—that Irance would
no longcer permit it.

The letter of Mr. Champagny, extorted with great difficulty from the
executive, has not only the “air of assumed authority,” as Mr. Madison
tamely calls it, but usurps the right to declare for the government of this
country, that we are in a state of war.

WWhat then was te be done ?—Either to resist France, or to comply with
her orders.  To declare war openly. aguinst Great Brituin, was a stride
too great, too hazardous for a time-serving administration.—~Something
however, must be done td apfrease the resentment of the Greut Empe-
ror.—His war aguinst Great Brituin, was of the pussive, rather than act-
ive character.—It was aimed at her’existence, through the more practi-
cable system of bloodless commercial hostility, rather than that of open
attack, in which she was invulnerable, and too much dreaded. Our em-
bargo precisely comported with these views.—Towards I'rance it effected
nothing—it was in coercion, no restraint upon her; because the victori-
ous fleets of her ¢cncmy had already rendered her exterior commerce
wholly nugatory. But towards Greut Brituin our embargo was int:nded
to produce every thing which submissive and subjcct Holland, Italy, or
Prussia could effect. It cut off our trade and supplics, which were per-
haps the most important she possessed, and gave the Emperor the fairest
possible chance for the success of his project.

This project we do not doubt would have been ineffectual, and that
Great Britain would have been enabled to have sustained the joint hostil-
ity of France and America :—But this question will always remain unde-
cided, because that wise and beneficent Providence, who watches over
and guides the affairs of men, who disappoints the designs of the cunning,
and overturns the enterprizes of the powerful, has intertered to save Great
Britain from the ruin in which the combined machinations of France, and
of our subservient rulers, had threatened to involve her.—By raising up
the oppressed and injured nations of Spain and Portugal, ue has afforded
her a relief, and has given her a signal proof of uis favour and protection.

But the proofs of the Machiaveliun and execrable projects of our ad-
ministration, are on record ; and if they escape their merited punishment
in this age, posterity,always more just, will give them their recompense.

With such views of the motives and policy of Mr. Jefferson, we may
be asked, how we account for the proposals which he made to the two
cabinets of St. Cloud and St. James? You have proved, it will be said,
satisfactorily, that they were nominal and insincere towards both——what
were then their real motives ? I answer ;—The same which influences
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Bonaparte to declare himself the friend of the freedom of the seas, when
he violates that freedom at every breath :~—The same which induces that
tyrant to propose peace, when he knows that war is necessary to his ex-
istence, and that a real state of peace would be his destruction.—It is to
deceive and silence the clamours of zke freople. Knowing that the em-
bargo was a most dreadful scourge, and would be resisted, it was neces-
sary to get up a sort of theatrical farce, which would make the people be-
lieve, he was really desirous of relieving them. But we hope that the
ratastrophe will be subversive of his ambitious views and designs.

| No. 8.

The indecent partiality of LANGUAGE used towards the Belligerents ; and
some reflections on the HIGH SINSE OF HONOR so much boasted of by
our Administration.

A CANDID rcview of the style, temper, and language adopted
towards France and Great- Britain, will readily convince every impar-
tial and virtuous man, that we owe all our evils to the prejudices of ' our
cabinet in favor of I'rance, and their malignant antipathy to England ;
that if the negotiation with the latter had been as sincere as with the for-
mer ; if as strong a desire had been shewn to preserve peace with Great-
Dritain as with France, we should have been at this moment enjoying
that uninterrupted prosperity, of which Mr. Jerrerson speaks in his
late address, and to which his efforts have been at cvery period hostile.

A thorough analysis of the late dispatches will prove, that Mr. Jer-
rErsoN and Mr. Mavpisok, are as devoted to the policy of Freance, as
they were when they opposed W asniNgToN’s proclamation of neutrali-
ty ; when they had the confidential ear of GENET and Fivcuer; when
- they privately countenanced an opposition to the measures of our rulers,
in one of the most eventful periods of our history. :

We shall contrast, in the present display, some few, but striking in-
stances of the difference in the tone and temper of our cabinet, towards
Great-Britain and France.

We shall begin with the remonstrances on their several blockading or-
ders. It must be again remembered, that in this warfarc France set the
example. Great-Britain gave formal notice of her determination to re-
taliate, unless we should shew some signs of resistance.—France was
bound to us by treaty ; G'reat-Britain by nonc.—Towards the former,
then, our complaints ought to have been most lond, and most severe.

How s the;Face ?
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The French decrees were issued Nov. 21, 1806 ; and the firsf notice
ever taken of them by our cabinet—the firs¢ line which they took the
pains to write on this interesting topic, was on the 22d .May, 1807, more
than six months after this violent outrage on our rights.

The British orders were publihed about the 20th November, 1807,
and were not kuown here till the 1st Februury, 1808 ; yet on the 19th
of the same month, Mr. Mapiso~ addressed Mr. PinckNEY on the sub.
ject, and on the 25th of March, came forth his famous letter of remon-
strance to Mr. ErskiNe,

In the first lctter of Mr. Mapison to Mr. ArmsTrRONG, of May,
1807, he chooses to presume that the French government did not intend
to cxecute their edicts against us ; declares himself pleased with the ex-
planation of the Minister of Marine, but cxpresses a wish to hear of
their being confirmed by the Emperor himself. This proves not oaly a
disposition to give the most favorable interpretation to the French de-
crees, but also that the governinent thought that the explanation of De-
cres imperfect and insincerc.—For who before cver heard of a foreign
government questioning the authority of a public minister, and requiring
the positive assurances of the monarch himself ¢ It is a proof that our
government never rcposed any counfidence in the loose explanation of
Monsicur Decres, though they made it the ground of their total silence
-and submission for twelve months. And it is to be remarked, that the
Emperor never has confirmed the trifling and insidious reply of his mi-
nister.

It is curious, that this same letter of MAbpiso~y should contain the
proofs of the exteusive execution of those French decrees ; and of simi-
lar outrages under the Spanish orders, in imitation of, and by direction
of the French Emperor ;—and it is still more amusing to hecar the soft
accents of Mr. MapisoN on this topic, that these depredations will
¢¢ thicken the cloud that hangs over the amify of the two nations.”

No further orders or instrnctions appear to have been given to Gen,
ARrMsTRONG-—NO inquirics about the Emperor’s decision, until Feb. 8,
1808, morc than fourteen months after the date of the Berlin decree :. .
Then our minister begins with admitting that, regarded as a municipal
regulation, that decree was no infraction, and rcquired only fricndly ex.
postulatious as to its rigor and suddenness. In the same letter he no-
tices the cases at Hamburg, Leghorn, Holland, and Bremen.. .Now we
ask Mr. Mapisox, whether the execution of a2 French decree, by French
force, in the neutral state of Tuscany, and the neutral city of Hamburg,
on NEUTRAL property, a decree too, oprrating ex post facto, is a ¢ mu-
nicipal regulation, which cannot in strictness be regarded as an infraction
of our neutral or conventional rights 2’ Is not a neutral territory as sa-
ered as a neutral ship ? Anud is not the right of the neutral, whose goods
are seized in another neutral country to which he has sent them under
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the faith of the law of nations, as solemn and sacred as that of the poor,
and oppressed, and insulted country, whose territory is violated ?

In Leghorn and Hamburg, (it is known to Mr., MapisoN) the sei-
zures were not the acts of the immediate governments of those places,
but the dire¢t military execution of French decrees in places in which,
by the laws of nations, they were forbidden to execute them.—In place,
therefore, of the snivelling, and almost treacherous language ¢¢ of friend-
ly expostulations as to rigor and suddenness,” we ought to have made
the Imperial palace ring with our remonstrances of violation of our own
rights, through the most unparalleled attacks on the territorial sove-
reignty of otherindependent states. Not content with this base deser-
tion of our honorable claims, Mr. Mapison, in this letter of February,
1808, appeals to the policy of France, and endeavours t{o shew her that
it is against her interest to aftack our rights, because her enemy, being
stronger on the ocean, will beat her at this warfare.

If we had not seen an example of this humiliation in our minister to
France, in 1795, we should have questioned the evidence of our senses.

The last remark on the language of our cabinet as to these detestable
decrees, is this, thatafter giving both to Mr. ArMsTRONG and Mr. Pinck-
NEY, an apology which Mr. Mapisox frames beforehand for France,
and which he puts into the mouths of their ministers before they adopted
it themselves, that I'rance could and would justify her decrees on the
grounds of retaliation, which e pronounces che can justly do ; this
glorious and independent minister of statc, is so afraid that his mild re-
monstrances, justifying in the outset the Freach decrees as municipal re-
gulations, proceeding afterwards simply to shew their impolicy, and fi-
nally concluding with declaring their absolute justice as retaliatory mea-
sures, would be esteemed by France too harsh and severe, that he cau-
tions Mr. ARMSTRONG in these words, ¢ In every view it is evidently
¢¢ proper as far as respect to the national honor will allow, to avoid a
¢ style of procedure which might cooperate with the policy of the Bri-
¢¢ tish government by stémulating the passions of the French.” In oth-
er words, ¢ wounded, insulted, and abused as we are by the perfidious
¢¢ breach of treaty, as wcll as the shameless violation of National Law,
¢¢ be careful lest in the manuer of your stating our wrongs, you offend
¢¢ the haughty pride of our insolent oppressor.”—Language is inadequate
to convey an idea of this baseness. We shall only remark here, that
there is no cerrespondent caution to avoid offending Great-Britain :..
Her resentment is to be sought rather than deprecated.

Let us now examine the language of our pretendedly impartial cabinet
towards Grent-Britain, on the subject of her orders—orders purporting
to be simply retaliatory—orders issued after due and honorable notice—
orders which did not subject the innocent and uuoffending to penalties,
until he was duly informed of their existence—orders which were sup-
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ported by at least a color of justification, inasmuch as they were issued
by a nation capable of enforcing a real blockade, even upon the terms’
laid down by the armed ncutrality.—No time was lost in remonstrating
against these orders.—Qur government, so blind and so tardy towards
France, assumed, suddenly, the character of vigilance and spirit. Mr.
Mabiso~, though sick and feeble, as he declares, on the 22d March,
1808, found health and spirit sufficient to say, not that the British orders
were ‘“ a municipal regulation, throwing a cloud over the amity of the
¢s two pations,” but that ¢¢ they violated our rights, and stabbed our
¢ interests, and that under the name of indulgencies, they superadded a
¢ blow at our national independence, and a mockery of our understand.
““ings.” More bitter expressions could not have been adopted.—We
shall examine, presently, the justice of the charge, that the relaxations
in the British orders from the severity of the French decrees, were but
adding insult to injury.

In his instructions of Aprél 4. 1808, Mr.M aptsox tells Mr.Pinck~NEY,
¢ that in not regarding the British orders as acts of hostility, and in
‘¢ trusting to the motives and means (the plan of starving Great-Britain)
¢ to which they have appealed, the United States had given a signal
¢¢ proof of their love of peace.” In plain Iinglish—the impartial ad-
ministration which, for fourteen months, had not only submitted to, but
had apologized for, the French decrees, without one word of complaint,
without uttering a syllable about hostitity, gave a signal proof of mo-
deration in confining itscIf to a mere attempt to ‘arve Great-Britain,
instead of decluring war against her, as our Secretary says we might law-
fully have done.  No that while a perfidious breach of treaty——a declara-
tion of blockade, without the smallest power to enforce it—the viola.
tion of ncutral territories, in order to svize sevenfeen millions of neutral
properiy, was only ¢ thickening the clouds which hung over our amity,”
and demanded only ¢ friendly expostulations for the rigour and sudden-
“¢ ness of the provisions”—the attempt of the other belligerent, after
due notice to retaliate only partially, is just cause of war.

We need say no more. Itis not in the compass of human talent te
make the case stronger! !

It may be said, that this was only the language of our cabinet to their
own minister, and that they would not have violated the rules of decorum
by addressing such harsh expressions to the British government itself.—
But it will be remarked, that 1 have compared it with like private in-
structions to Gen. ARM=TRONG, in which besides the most tame and sub-
missive language, a positive injunction is given not to offend France, at
any price—to sacrifice truth and justice rather than to incur her dis-
pleasure.

But the delicacy of our government forsook them in their intercourse
with Great-Britain.—In the official letter of Mr. Mapisoy to Mr.
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Ersking, of March 25, 1808, speaking of the relaxations of the British
orders, those relaxations which afforded us some advantages not permit-
ted by the French decrees, our miuister, now raised to a war pitch, ob-
serves, *‘ I forbear, sir, to express all the emotions with which such a
¢¢ language is calculated to inspire a nation, which cannot for a moment
¢ be unconscious of its rights, nor mistake for an alleviation ofits wrongs,
¢ regulations, to admit the validity of which would be to assume badges
¢¢ of humiliation, never worn by an independent power.”—This is truly
the language of wounded pride ; and of a cabinet possessing high ideas
of national honor. 1If the occasion required it, it was just—if it is the
same course which they have adopted towards all nations, and on oc-
casions still more affrontive, it is impartial. We shall shew that it merits
neither one nor the other praise :—

The relaxations of the British orders did not merit this philippic.—An
attempt has been made to consider their relaxations as insulting. Let us
examine it.

France orders the blockade of all British ports—and the confiscation
of all neutral property, if coming from such ports, or the growth or
manufacture of her enemy.

If Great-Britain was authorised to retaliate, which upon this part of
the argument we must take for granted, she had a right to retaliate co-
extensively with the decrees of her enemy : She had a right to prohibit
all trade with France, and her dependencies, and to confiscate all pro.
perty the produce of her colonies. Had she done this in the same words
which BonApARTE had used, theonly question would have been, whether
the lex talionis was applicable to the case. But willing to lessen the hor-
rible evils of such a warfare upon neutrals, she relaxed its rigour. She
authorised the whole colonial trade with her enemy, so far as was nea
cessary to the supply of neutrals ; and she even permitted the trade with
the continental possessions of her enemy, upon the condition that the
goods were carried to her ports, and there subjected to a duty. A per-
fect option still remained to the neutral, whether he would or would not,
avail himself of this indulgence ; butit is difficult to conceive how this
qualified prohibition was either more affrontive or more injurious than ¢
direct prohibition, like that of France.

That this was a mere popular trick, invented by our government to
excite a clamour against Great-Britain, is obvious from the following
facts contained in the dispatches :—

Mr. Mapisow, in his letter of March 25, 1808, to Mr. ERSKINE, com-
plained of this duty as adding insult to injury, more especially as applied
to one of our own staples, cotton. . L

Mr. CANNING, as soon as he was acquainted with this objection, ap-
plied repeatedly, and finally addressed a formal note to Mr. PiNgNEY,
assuring him that in making such a provision, Great-Britain, so far from

5
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wishing so give offence to the United States, thought that they would
prefer it to absolute prohibition which the decrees of France wou!d have
authorised, and offered to take off the duty, and leave the prohibition ab-
solute as it stood in the decrees of BoNAPARTE. .

But our government, thinking itan excellent string upon which to play
upon the passions of the people, have neglected, and.il.x(!ced'refusgd to
give any reply ; preferring to have the qualified prohibition remain, as
it gives them the occasion to harangue about the insolence of a British
tribute.

Thus we see, that even an honest and sincere atlempt on the part of
Great-Britain, to do us justice, and relieve us from the pressure which
the unjust decrees of France had created, is converted into a new pretext
for complaint.

I had intended to notice, atlarge, many other instances of the mean-
ness and partiality of our language towards these two nations ;—but I
am deterred, from the extent, and necessary enlargement, which I have
been obliged to give to the remarks I have already made. I shall how-
ever, briefly notice one or two flagrant examples, which will serve to
give some idea, though a faint one, of the devoted partiality of our present
cabinet to the views of France.

Mr. Mapison’s letter of the 2d of May, 1808, notices the insolent
note of Monsienr CnampaeNyY, in which he undertakes to declare that
we are at war with Great-Britain, and that Bis Majesty of France will
retain our property, arrested, amounting to several millions, until we de-
cide whether we will take an active share in the war. It is to be observed
on this letter of Mr. Mapison,

Firstly. That he sends to Mr. ArMsTRONG the newspapers of this
country, to shew what was the spirit and indignation excited by that let~
ter : On which it must occur to every man, that if our government had
the same impressions of its audacity and insolence, as it now discovers,
it is extraordinary that neither Mr. JerrersoN in his public messages,
nor the democratic members of Congress, nor the papers devoted to the
Administration, ever mentioned this letter with indignation ; and, of
course, that the papers sent forward to prove our resentment, must have
been those issued from fedceral and independent presses.

Secondly. That the only epithet of severity bestowed on this impu-
dent letter was, ¢ that it had the air of an assumed authority.”

Thirdly. That fearful lest even this phrase might incense the cabine;
of ¢. Gloud, Mr. Mapison charges Mr. ArMsTronG to be careful that
in his manncr he does not offend His Majesty the Emperor.

The last case which I shall select, at this time, to prove the mean sub-
serviency of our Cabinet to that of France, is Mr. Mapison’s letter in
relation to the burning of our ships by the French frigates returning from

the West-Indies.
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This unparalleled outrage which, upon émpartial principles, ought to
have occasioned 2 proclamation interdicting the entry of French ships
into our ports, was never noticed until July 21, 1808, more than three
months after it had been kaown in this country.

It was then called, by Mr. MapisoN, ¢ the most distressing of all the
¢ modes by which belligerents exert force contrary to right”’—but, not
content with this mild epithet, which applies rather to the suff:ring of
the injured than the injustice of the oppressor, Mr. Map1so~ frames for
them a 1ew justification, or apology, unkunown to the law of nations,
¢¢ that if the destruction was occasioned by a wish to prevent intelligence
¢¢ being conveyed to a pursuing or hovering force, the remedy ought to
¢¢ be themore speedy.” <

What ! do we hear this from the minister of a neutral nation ! ! That
if a weak belligerent fears a pursuit, and is incapable of resistance, he
may destroy all the neutral ships which he meets with, on the sole con-
dition of making reparation through the tedious and uncertain process of
diplomctic complaint! There is an end then of all tribunals ! ! The ship
or fleet of a belligerent may always pretend a fear, and dread of discov-
ery, may destroy the ship, seize the goods, and leave the wretched neu.
tral to his diplomatic redress. This is not only a new doctrine in the
law of nations, which Frcznce with all her insolenge would never set up,
but it is destructive of the American neutral rights so long as we have an
administration so unwilling, so backward, so timid in enforcing the rights
of its citizens.

If Great-Britain could be supposed capable of such an outrage with-
out pretext or apology : and if she suffered her officers after such an
act of piracy, to come into her courts and libel the property, thus pirat-
ically seized, as lawful prize ; what language would Mr. Mapiso~ find

‘'sufficiently strong to express his indignation and horror ?

ButI have done ; Enough, and perhaps too much has been said, to
shew that a cabinet, which coald use such unequal and partial language
towards the two belligerents, is incapable of sincerity and is unworthy of
our respect and confidence ; that to them, and them alone, we are to
attribute all the evils which threaten to overwhelm us.
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No. 9.

ExamivaTioN of the famous letter of Mr. Madison to Mr. Erskine, of March
25th, 1808, on the subject of the orders of Great Britain; which has been pro-
nounced by his friends to be the most luminous display of our rights and injuries.

MoTT0.—* The praposition of Mr. Madison, or his project for a navigation
act, (of which Mr, Jeffersen was the author) supped the British interest.”
Fauchet’s intercepted letter, Oct. 31, 1794.

COMMENTARY.

MR, FAUCHET appears to have known most ?koroughly the charac-
ter of our jacobin leaders :—1Vith Mr. Jcfferson and Mr. Madison he
declares he wus on the most intimate footing ; he speaks of them with
the affection of real friendship. The authority of this letter is not denied—
it was owned by Fauchet, and confessed by Randolph himself. It appears
then according to the explanation made of it by his friends, Jefferson and
Madison, at the time that the famous proposal of commercial warfare
made by Madison in 1794, was in principle the same as the one now pro-
posed, and was intended to saf the British interest—=In other words, it
was, as Mr. Ames then declared, a measure hostile to Great Britein, and
subservient to France. d

It is impossible to censure the conduct of our administration towards
Great Britain, without appearing in some degree to defend the latter while
you criminate the former ;—and of all the pernicious errors to which the:
times in which we have unhappily fallen have given birth, the opinion
recently broached, that it is a breach of patriotism to prove our own gov-
ernment wrong in its unjust claims against a foreign nation, is the most
dangerous. If this absurd opinion, so fatal to freedom and public peace,
had been confined to the tools of the men in power, its effects would be
unimportant ; but some few less informed b ¢ honest men of opposite opin-
1ons have doubted the propriety of putting arguments (as they are pleased
to term it) in the mouths of our enemy. .

If this doctrine were adhered to, the ruin of the nation could never be
averted. The forms and checks of our constitution ; the rights of the
press and of private opinion, would be of no avail.

If a case could be supposed, of a faction arising in a free state, who at
the commencement of a war like that of 1793, should oppose the neutral-
ity declared by its government—should enter into a private league with
the public agents of one of the belligerents—should encourage illegal
acts of hostility against the other—should solicit money from the public
ministers of one belligesent to stir up a rebellion—should in fact excite
a civil war-—should justify even the hostilitiss of their favourite nation,
and by dint of slander and corruption, should succeed to the supreme
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power ; would it not be a most extraordinary exercise of candour to sup-
pose that such a set of men should suddenly abandon ajl their prejudices,
and behave in a manner perfectly impartial towards both the belligerents ?
Yet this monstrous and absurd opinion we are called upon to adopt.
What 1 hovesstated as hypothesis we all know to be Aiszory. If men
canhot throw off their passions and deep rooted partialities like their
coats, then we are fully justified in doubting the sincerity of their meas-
ures when they pretend resentment against their political supporters and
allies, and impartiality towards those whom they have uniformly hated.

This is the only free country in which such a monstrous doctrine would
be listenad to for a moment, and the very men who maintain it are loud
in their praises of the patriotism of Roscoe, and Buring, and Brougham,
and the Edinburg Reviwers, who even in the midst of a war boldly ar-
raign the policy and justice of their own government, and defend that of
the nations opposed to it. 'Where can be found a line which denies the
right of these authors, or which attempts to silence them by calumny or
threats?

My short reasoning on this topic, independent 6f the general rights of
the press, is this :— '

The first principle of a free government is, that the RULERs are not
infallible :—They have passions, and they may err like other men ;—they
are also as corrufitible—Hence the doctrines of frequent elections.

If your rulers may err, they may err in their conduct towards jforeign
nations ;—they may be too suppliant to one, and too insolent or unjust
to another, as either interest, passion, or early prejudices may dictate.
To admit, therefore, that they are always right, in their quarrels or con-
tests with foreign powers, is absurd, and the most ruinous doctrine which
could be set up by the boldest advocate for unlimited despotism. I shall
undertake to discuss Mr. Madison’s letter to Mr. Erskine, which the
British cabinet have not deemed worthy of reply, and shall shew, I believe
to general satisfaction, (excluding violent partizans,) that it is in every
material part unfounded ; and as this letter is the great support of all the
present measures—of the President’s message-—and of Mr. Campbell’s
famous report, its importance deserves and demands a serious investiga-
tion. I regret, that, far from having discussed this subject freely in the
lower house of Congress, there appears to have been a reluctance to enter
into a topic so offensive to the majority ; and from this cause there has
appeared a disposition to make concessions which hereafter muy prove
detrimental to the public interest. I have no such fears, and the only
regret I feel is, the conscious inability of rendering the subject as inter- -
esting as I can certainly make it clear and unanswerable.

Mr. Madison’s letter of March 25, 1808, to Mr. Lrskine, is confined
to the topic of the British orders. These famous orders, though they
formed in effgct no part of the considerations which induced the ruinous
policy under which we are now suffering—though that policy was fully
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resolved upon, as 1 have heretofore proved, in consequence of orders
from France, and would have been adhered to until France sl_lo_uld have
permitted their repeal, yet they came opportunely for the administration,
and have been very ably pressed into their service. Losing sight of the
original grounds, with a meanness suited only to w{u_lgar fMinds, the ad-
ministration and its supporters argue as if the British orders were not
only the chief motives which led to the embargo, but the only impediment
to its repeal; and that they have even offered, as they firetend, to Great
Britain, to take off this measure upon the repeal of the orders, though
this plan, if adopted, would leave th- nation precisely as it stood when the
embargo was passed. An offer which proves, that the embargo was adopt-
ed in the opinion of even its authors without due consideration.

But since the British orders are thus made the grand objection to an
abandonment of a system destructive to the nation, and since the weak
and the prejudiced will give some credit to the assertions of an administra-
tion however partial or corrupt, it became necessary to examine the just-
ification of those orders set up by Great Britain, and the arguments ad-
duced by Mr. Mudison against that justification.

Are the British orders violations of our neutral rights or are they to be
attributed to a culpable neglect, on the part of Jefferson, to resist the
Beriin decree after solemn notice that such neglect would be deemed an
assent to them ?

Our situation, both with Great Britain and France, was never more free
from restraint or injury, than upon the 21st of Mwvember, 1806, when
Bonaparte, elated with his conquest of Prussia, issued his famous decree
against neutral trade with his enemies, or in their produce both by land
and sea. It is not necessary to insert this decree, at large; but its pre~
amble deserves two remarks: Firsz, That although he has extended his
apologies to a length equal to the decree itself, and enumerated all the
transgressions of Great Britain against neutrals which induced himto is-
sue the decree, yet we neither find ¢ the impressment of our seaman, the
« burning of the Imfietueux,* nor the British doctrine of the colonial trade,”
which are urged by Mr. Madison, and copied by the late committee of

* Mr. Madison shows his prejudices in a strong light, when he says, that we
were “ no more bound tn go to war with France on account of her orders than
with Great Britain on account of the burning of the Impetueux,” thus declaring
that the rash conduct of a commander of a ship in continuing within a neutral ter-
ritory a battle begun without such territory is as good cause of war, as a breach of
treaty and declaration of comnmercial war by a sovereign himself.—Upon this cuse
of the Impetueux, so oftenrelied on, we have observed already that the French do
noturge it as a cause of retaliation, and we suppose the reason to be that the law
of nations is against them. The combat had beeh commenced on the high seas,
and it is even added that the Impetueux had there struck. Even Azuni, Bona-
parte’s Civil Lawyer, admits that *“ Some authors of the highest reputation main-
““tain the right of a belligerent to pursue an enemy and take her under the can-
““=on of a neutral fort if the battle commenced at sea.”
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Congress ;—~they have therefore volunteered in finding new excuses,
which did not occur to the prolific mind of Talleyrand.

Secondly. That Bonaparte declares, he will not desist from this system,
until Great Britain « gives up all maritime captures of private property-—
¢ (until the lion will consent to draw his claws)—until the laws of war
“ upon the sea, shall, like those upon the land, protect private property.”
—The impudence of this language, from a man then loaded with the
spoils of millions of now houseless und innocent individuals—a man who
had just been carving up the patrimonies of twenty German noblemen,
to give titles and estates to his new-fledged Princes, is beyond description .
—It will, however, be important to remember this part of the preamble,
when we come to remark how this decree was enforced in neutraland free
States.—The most important articles of the decree, were, that the
¢ British Jslands were in a state of blockade.”—As they were islands, it is
not easy to conceive how they could be blockaded but by sea, nor how our
government could believe, that they were not intended to operate against
the only neutral ships that then traversed that element.—This simple de-
claration subjected to condemnation all property found going in or coming
out of British ports; and we shall soon see that such has been the con-
struction applied to it by Bonaparte and his tribunals, and th'at no other
construction was ever given to it, either by him, or any legalized officer
under his authority. L.

The other article of this decree, interesting in the present inquiry, is
the one which subjected to seizure and condemnation all goods, where-
soever jfound, of English growth and manufacture. .

That this decree is a violation of the Law of Nations will not be denied,
and is admitted by Mr. Madison himself. o

Nor is it questioned, that the doctiine set up by Great Britain, as to the
right of retaliation, is well founded, provided the facts will bear them out
in the application of this law.—Mr. Madison, indeed, obliquely admits
this principle, in his letter to Mr. Erskine, of March 20, 1807. « The
“ respect, (hc observes,) which the United States owe to thelr neutral
“ rights, will always be sufficient pledges, that no culpable acquiescence
“ on their. part will render them accessary to the proceedings of one belli-
¢ gerent nation, through their rights of neutrality, against the commerce
“ of its adversary.” This admits that an acquics-2nce by a neutral na-
tion, in the edicts of one party, which should be aimed at its adversary,
through neutral commerce, may be culfiable, and render them acces-
saries.

The elaborate letter of Mr. Madison, which we are now about to ex-
amine, admits also the right of retaliation, though it cguples it with a con-
dition or qualification not to be found in the law of nations, that the re-
« taliation must be measured exactly by the injury :”—That the injured
party must keep an exact account and return precisely as many and l?s
heavy blows, and ne mere, than he has received. This we deny te be the
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law of nature or of nations. If a neutral suffers voluntarily his neutral
rights to be violated, to the injury of a bellizerent, it is in the optior of
that belligerent either to consider him as a party to the war, or to ret:!i ‘e
upon his enemy through the ncutral to the utmost of his power —If. tor
example, a neutral prince suffers his territory to be violated by one p..1ty,
by marching 10,000 men over it to attack his enemy, that enemy 1s not
bour ! to limit his retaliation to marching precisely the same number across
the same territory.—This doctrine would be too absurd. That I am wer-
ranted in saying, that Great Britain, if the facts shuii her_eafter bear ler
out in it, would have been justificd in considering the zequiescence of our
government in the Berlin decree as a renunciation of all our neutral rights,
is proved from the following short citation from the work entitled, Inﬁt’-
« tution au droit Maratime,” by Monsieur Boucher, Professor of Com-
mercial and Maritime Law in the Academy of Legislation at Paris :—

« Nations may ceasc to be ncutral in two particulars :— Secondly. When they
sufier their flag to be vexed by one of the belligerents, when they have the
means of making it respected, or if one neutral nation when carrying to another
neutral country articles which it is unlawful to carry to a4 belligerent, sufters
them to be taken from her by one party, without demanding reparation for the
affront, she tacitly renounces neutrality, by tuking a passive part in favor of the
nation who has done the injury.”

The decree of Berlin being acknowledged a violation of public law, and
the right of retuliation having been proved,and indeed admitted, let us see
how Mr. Madison repels the right to apply it in this case, or rather vindi-
eates our administration from the charge of culpable neglect :—

Firstly. He contends, that the French decree was so explamed by Monsieur

Decres, Minister of the Marine, that we had no right to presume that it would
be exercised against us.

Secondly. That in fact it was never enforced, until October 16th, 1807, and
therefore there was no culpable scquiescence on the part of the United States.

Thirdly. That the previous violations of the law of naticns by Great Britain
rendered her the aggressor, pluced France in the position of a retaliating naticn,
and took away the right of retaliation to which Great Britain might otherwise
have been entitled.

As to the first point, the explanation of Monsieur Decres, it did nof
change the situatior of the parties, nor diminish our obiigation to resist,
for the following reasons : .

Firstly. Because that answer did not declare, that the decrees should
not derogate from our neutral and conventional rights. The first article
was explicit, subjecting every vessel that went in or came out of British
ports to seizure and condemnation. Monsieur Decres does not say that
we are excepted, but simply “that that decree does not change the pre-
sent French laws as to maritime captures.” In this he wasright. The
laws of nations and of France previously declared, that 2ll trade with ports
blockaded, is forbidden under pain of forfeiture. Botvaparte only applied
that law to the British islands, which he could not blockade, but made ne
change in the general principles of maritime capture.
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Secondly. Monsieur Decres, in a note on the same day, addressed to
Gen. Armstrong, warned him that he was not the regular organ to whom
application should be made, and that ¢ he hud much less posizive informa-
tion tban the .P_rn}ce of Benevel}to, as to th.e meaning of the decrees.”
Less mforma‘uon 1s a comparative expression, and necessarily means
something short of serfecz.  Mons. Decres then declared, candidly, to
our minister, “ Sir, I have no authority to decide —My opiinion is such,
but my information of the Emperor’s intentions is imperfect.”

Ttirdly. Our government (and Mr. Madison, particularly) so under-
stood this explanation; for they wrote to General Armstrong, in May,
1807, that they were anxious to have the Lmperor’s own explanation ;
a measure which would have been affrontive and unprecedented, if Mon-
sieur Decres had been authorised, or had been explicit ;—und they put in
that Jetter the hypothesis, * Should the French government not give the
« favorable explanations,” you will do (what®it appears was never done
until November, 1807,) remonsirate against the decree.

Fourthly. Bonaparte never avowed the correctness of the explanation
of Decres; but has since decided, that his decree was cleer and unambi-
guous, and was to be enforced according to its letter.

Fifthly. An explanation of a decree or order directly contrary to and in-
consistent with its most explicit terms, should hove been received with
great caution; and a direct and explicit answer ought to huve been in-
sisted upon, in such a case, without the unreasonable delay of eleven
months.

‘Sixthly. The construction put upon the decree by French officers,
throughout the world, as proved by Madison’s own letter, of May 22, is
a proof that the French government never intended to except us from its
provisions ; and it was incumbent on Mr. Armstrong to have seen that
directions conformable to the explanations were transmitted to their offi-
cers in foreign countries.

Seventhly. The government were guilty of gross neglect in not procur-
ing these explanations to be confirmed. I find Armstrong’s letter cover-
ing Decres’s note, was communicated to Congress, Iebruary 19, 1807 —
Madison avows in his letter of May 22, 1807, that they were not contented
with Decres’ explanations.—Why then wait ninety days before they in-
structed their minister ; and how happens it that we hew of no demand,
on his part, until the fall of the year, 1807 ! Great Brituin waited for these
explanations, but she waited in vain. o

If the note and explanations of Monsieur Decres will not justify the
submission of our government to the Ber#n decrec, much less will the
second pretence, that it was never enforced. .

Firstly. Because from the moment it was issued it was enforced in the
Europcan and Western seas, as far as the state of the Irench marine
would admit. That captures did take place in pursuance of its literal and
extended meaning, cannot be denied ; and we hold it incumbent on our

6
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government, if it would avail itself of defence on this point, to prove that
the vessels so tuken were liberated by the highest judicial authority of
YFrance.—Instead of which, the ground taken is, that no decisions, no
overt acts of inferior officers, or tribunals, are chargeable to the French
n.tion, until confirmed by the highest authority ; and in pursuanceof this
idca, Mr. Maudison, with more boldness thun truth, asserts, that the first
case which occurred was tha* of the Horizon, an unfortunately stranded
shin, und whtich was not condemned by the highest tribunals until Octo-
ber 16, 1807.—-This is mere sophistry, directly opposed to the conduct
of &!! nitions, and of our own under every administration, especially the
PRESFNT. Did we not contend that we hud a right to complain of the
courts of V. Admiiralty in Martinique, in 1793?  Did we not found some
of our heoviest complaints aguinst Great Britain upon the conduct of Gen-
eral Grey and Admiral Sir John Jervis, though unauthorised by their own’
government ?—And, in latef ti-nes, have we not seen an act of exem-
plury self-redress, an act of serious and alarming import, the prohibition
of the entry of British public ships, nes merely lud as a precautionury
messure, on account of the «ct of an inferior officer, but adhered to, most
pertinaciously adhered to, though it was Perceived that it was an eternal
bar to amicable adjustment. -

Yet, my fellow citizens, this same inconsistent administration has
the auducity to declure to the world, that France never in one,instance
enforced her Prriin decree before the case of the Horizon, on the meta-
physic-l distinction, that that was the first instance in which her Aighest
authority sanctioned it, though Mr. Madison declures in a former letter,
thut the French H'esi-India cruizers, were “indulging their licendous
¢« cupidity, and were enforcing the Berlin decree in a manner that’ would
constitute just claims of redress.” . o

Sccondfy. Mr. Madison asserts, positively, that the case of the Horizon
was the first that occured of the positive extension of the Brriin decree
to our trude ; und that as that took place only on the 16th of October, 1807,
it could not have been known in Enigland on the 11th of November, the date
of their orders; but it appears that the Emperor, on the 23d Sept. 1807,
in answer to certuin queries addressed to him from Bo' 'c.ux, replied,
that as the decree of Noveinber 21, cont.med no, exceptiosss. there should
be none in the uppiicution. Monsier Cretet, minister of the interior,
urder the date of September 18, 1807, refers to the rcsolution of the
Einperor to enforce the decree of Berlin uccording to its letter. It will ©
not be pretended, thut when the muil reaches the Biirish cabinet often in
four d.ys, they had not notice of this resolution in two months after.

T7irdly. But the last, and conclusive answer to this excuse for the
lethargy and submissive meanness of our administration, is, that the Ber-
lin decree was excewmed first in H.mburg, and afterw.rds in Tuscany,
two n. v ralund &7 /oA ia Stetes, wgainst Americun property.  This is
admitted in Mr. Mucdison’s letter of f'ebruary 8, 1808,1n wiuch he at that
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very late day tells our minister, at Paris, to inquire into the cases, and
make such a kind of representation as the cases might require. The
enforcement of the Berlin decree was by French arms, not by the consent
of the local sovereigns. Bourienne, French minister at Harflburq. in one
case ordered the seizure, and _;\Iic.)llis, a French general at Leghom, in
the other. In the latter case it will be recollected that T Uscany was not
a conquered country, but by solemn tre.ties recognized as wdcpendent.
The forced and fraudulent treaty of Fontuinblean had not surrendered that
kingdom at the date of the decrees and seizures of which I speak ; and
it- is well known that the government of Etruria, so far from lending its
aid to these perfidious acts, remnonstrated aguinst their operation, but in
vain.  Shall we be told that this property, after much vexation, was re-
stored, on condition of puaying a tribute to the Freebooter *—This alters
not the principle.—The decree was enforced in neutral territory, always
deemed more sacred than neutral ships, and the tendency of it was to
check, nay, destroy all neutral commerce in the goods of the growth or
manufucture of Great Brituin.

This enforcement then ulone was a full justification of the British de-
cree ; and our government, in place of remonstance, ag.inst this enforce-
ment have openly justified it by their diplomatic apologies.

The last defence of M. M .dison, of the shameful supineness of the ad-
ministration, is predicated on the assertion, rather becoming a French
pensionary than a minister of a sovereizn State, that France wus author-
ized to consider the previous interpolation upon national law, made by
Great Brituin, as justifiable causes of retaliution.

These are confined to the cases of blockade, and to the question of the
colonial trade. As to the former, if the commanders of small squadions
have occusionally overleaped the strict rules of the law of nations, theiv
Admiralty Courts have been always prompt to give rcdress; and I de-
fy the honourable Secretary to point a case on the subject of blockade, de-
cided by th. highest Courts in England, where the doctrine extends be-
yond the principles of the armed neutrality on this point.

As to the question of the coloniul trade, I had prepared mysclf to enter
largely into it ; and shall probubly do it on some fuiure occasion— but I
shall limit myself at present to the few following remarks :—

The conduct of Great Britain, on this point, is stated by Mr. Madison
as entirely modern.—He says that it was never asserted till the war of
1756 ; and that Great Britain is the only nation which ever acted upon it
or gave it otherwise a sanction.”

This rash and unfounded assertion has been most fully refuted in the
late argumentative speech of Col. Pickering ; and he has shewn that half
a century beforc it was advanced in British Courts, it was solemnly de-
creed by the French King. Whether our minister of State was ignorant
of the French ordinances, or purposely suppress.‘ed then, he has the trpe
option to decide—But perhaps he wiil say, that lise the decree of Berlin,
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which he so ably defends, they were never enforced—they were “vox er
« pyeterea mihil’—Heire I am happy to be able to support the argument
of the venerable and inflexible patriot, Colonel Pickering, by shewing,
from authorty which will not be disputed, that the French decrees of
1704 and 1744, cutting off the colonial trade were actually enforced.

In the treatise entitled « La Moveau Codes de Prisesy”” written under
the orders and auspices of the French government, by one of their own
officers, in a note under the ordonnance of 1704, it is said, « This was
&« constantly followed during the war of 1756, and untii the war of 1778.”

The decrees of 1704 and 1744 made all goods of the growtk: or produce
of the enemy, found in any trace except Letween the Leutril covntry
and the country which produced them, lawful prize ; and this writer de-
clares they were uniformly enforced until the war of 1778——Then indeed
the poiicy was nominally changed.—The league, of which lrance per-
suaded the Empress of Russia to be the head, attempted to force upon
Great Brii «in a new maritime code infringing the old law of nations.—-
The cdalition effected nothing ; and not one of the then contracting par-
ties has adhered to the same principles. ‘

Russia herself, the head of thut famous coalition, has in subsequent
conventions, abandoned all its principles, snd particularly in a pretty re-
cent treaty with England has acceded, in positive terms, to the correct-
ness of the rule of Louis XIV. of 1704, so far as to embrace expificitly the
rule of 1756. .

Thus we see, that neither of the defences set up by our administration,
will cover the deformity of their behaviour towards the two belligerents :—
That they have accepted a futile and ridiculous explanation in the sincer-
ity of which they did not believe :—That they are mistaken in pretending
the French decree was not enforced, and equully so, in setting up for
France, an excuse that her decree was only retaliatory.

-

Note 1.
Upon the violations of Neutral serritory by France.

We have said in the text, that the Berlin decree was instantly enforced in the
ieutral and independent state of Hamburg, and afterwards in that of Tuscany,
it as this point 1s the most important we have urged, and entirely destroys the
ecble fabric raised by our apolegizing secretary, we shall insert the following
roofs in support of our assertion :—

Firstly. ““ On the 24th duy of November, 1806, three days only after tlie date
‘of the Berlin decree, Bourienne, minister of France at Hamburg, notified the

Senate of that free ¢ity, the only legitimate authority, ¢that all English mer-

chundize in the hurbour or territory, no matter to whom belonging, should be

]csonﬁscutfd.’ Similar notices were issued to the free cities of Lubeck and

remen. . ot

.
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These facts ‘were' known in the United States to our government in February,
1807, and were not noticed by them till Februsty, 1808, three months after thé
British retaliatory orders, and twelve months after the injuries. )

Secondly. Captain Hilliard arrived at New-London from Lisbon, in February,
1807, and stated that the effect of the Berlin decree was so great in that ci'q;
that many neuzral ships laden in that neutral country for England had been"oblig-
ed -to unlade their cargoes—Such were the apprehensions of its effects ninety
days after its date, and so serious were its evils to Great Britain.

Thirdly. His Majesty Louis King of Holland in a speech to his legislature of
the 5th December, 1806, only fifteen days after the date of the Emperor his
brother’s decree, speaking of it, says, © That the suppression of every neutral
¢ flag,-and particularly the general blockade (this was before the British block-
¢ ade of European ports) have annihilated the last resources of commerce, but
* that these temporary evils must be endured, as they are intended to produce
¢ eventual good.”

Thus then while Madison and Jefferson are apologizing for the Berlin decree,
the King of Holland, the brother of the tyrant, and his tool, declares that it
amounts to the total “ suppression of cvery neutral flag, and the annihilation of
“ commerce.” Since our government have extended this decree to us by the
embargo we perceive that this description is but too well founded.

Fourthly. Bonaparte, under the Berlin decree, on the 19th August marched
3000 men, under General Mioliis into Leghorn, seized all the American and other
neutral property which had been of British growth. The journal of the little
city of Augsburg, in Germany, pARED to characterize this seizure as an act of
violence “ committed in the iNDEPENDENT state of Tuscany,” thus confirming
our remarks in the text.

Mr. Lsrael Williams of Salem, who left Leghorn October 1st, 1807, confirms
our declaration, that the Queen of Etruria was opposed to this seizure, and of
course that it was a forcible breach of the neutrality of an independent sove-
reign.

’Ig"lriese seizures were known and noticed in the English journals sixty days
before the date of their retaliating orders. -

Fifthly. The tyrant of Europe enforced his decrees in the Papal territory,
another neutral sovereign, on the 19th September. This fact was also known
and stated in the British papers prior to their orders of November 11th.~—But

Simthly. The most important fact shewing the confidence which the British
government reposed, but erroneously reposed in the honour of our cabinet, is
derived from a speech of the Advocate General in Parliament, on the 4th Feb-
ruary, 1807, more than nine months prior to their orders. He says, * That on
“ the 19th January, 1798, a decree was passed by France making all vessels
“ freighted in whole or in part with British commodities lawful prize. To shew,
says he ¢ what was the indignation of neutral nations at this decree, the Presi-
“dent of the United States, the Hon. John Jldams, stated to Congress, ‘that as
“that French decree had not been repealed, notwithstanding our attempts ta
% get it repealed, he considered it as an wnequivocal act of war, and to be resisted

% as guch,’ ” and the Lord Advocate added, * there could be no doubt but Ameri, -

“ ca could act with equal spirit on the present occasion.’—Alas!! he little under-
stoad the character of our present rulers, or our miserable dcterioration.

.



46

Note 2.
French Regard for Neutrals!!!

In order to justify the outrageous conduct of France in issuing the Berlin de-
eree, M. Madison, and other public men, have pretended that Great Britain was
the aggressor, and have even gone back to the war of 1756, to prove it. Al.
though we protest against this extraordinary course of going beyond treaties of
peace and commerce, to find apologies for recent vexations, yet we believe that
Great Britain would gain by the comparison, and that France would appear to
have been always the first to violate neutral rights. To prove this, we make the
following abstract from the

Code des Prizes par Lebeau chargé des détails du Bureat des Lois dn Ministre de
la Murine et des Colonies. Printed at the Public Nationul Press.

1543. Art. 42. Edict declaring enemies’ goods in the ships of 4 friend; or even
ally, loyrful prize, and the goods of a friend in the ships of enemies equally so,
and coutiscating the ship in the former case.

1584. Article 65, reciting the impossibility of discerning a friend from an enemy
by sight only, authorizes the pursuit, capture, and search of neutrals or allies,
and in case of resistance by such neutral, orders for that cause, condemnation.

Article 69, confirms he article of the ordonnances of 1543, as to condemnation ,
of enemies’ goods in neutral bottoms, and neutral goods in enemies’ vessels, and
declares that neutral persons on board enemies’ ships shall be lawful prisoners,
as wellas enemy persons generally in neutral vessels. -

1673. Dec. 19. Ordonnance confirms the principle that enemies’ goods shall be
good prize in neutral vessels, except where treaties with neutrals forbid.

August 5, 1676, Decree declaring that as his Majesty had issued a proclama-
tion, ordering all Frenchmen in the service of any foreign state to return under
pain of death—orders the punishment to be commuted for the gallies.—August,
1681, decree, Art. 7th, confirms the law that enemies’ goods in friendly ships
shall be good prize, and also confiscates the ship—and friends’ goods in an en-
emy ship, cqually so.—confirined by decree of Council 26th Oct. 1692, in a par.
ticular case; the same principles are confirmed by Art. 5th, of the Ordonnance
of 23d July, 1704, and further confirmed by Art. 5th of the Ordonnance of Oc-
tober 21st, 1744, except so far as relates to the neutral ship itself. This last
Ordonnance continued to be enforced till 1778. So late also as the 29th June,
1779, the council of prizes condemned the property of certain nentral merchants
of Tuscany, under the above Ordonnance, for having been found on board an
English ship, the Grand Duchess of Tuscany.

By a decree of December 6th, 1779, of the council of prizes, present the King,
2 Danish ship, the .Anna, was condemned, together with alf her cargo, because
gome part of that cargo belonged to British subjects.

Article 12th, of the Ordonnance of 1681, authorizes force against any vessel
which refuses search, and condemns for resistance only. -

Decree, 1692, Oct. 26, of the King in Council, declaring that the vessel and
cargo S8t. John, being a neutral ship, should be condemned, because a small part
of her cargo belonged to an enemy.

Feb. 17, 1694—Q0rders the condemnation of all neutral vesscls, if aviginally of

enemy’s fabric, or ence owned by an enemy, unless the bill of sale and powees of
attorney are found on board.
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_ Ordonnance of 25th July, 1704, recites in the preamble his Majesty’s disposi-
tion rather to enlarge than abridge the rights of neutrals, declares (as Bonaparte
does in all his preambles) that his Maje§fy s in favour of free commerce, and
especially ‘“to preserve the sume extent and the same liberty of commerce to
* neutrals, which they had been accustomed to enjoy during the peace.” He goes
on in the usual French cant to charge his enemies the English and Dutch, with
causing still greater restraints upon the commerce of neutrals, and says that
“he could with justice have followed their example,” thus setting up in the
broadest terms the law of retaliation through neutrals.

The five first articles of this Ordonnance contain the limitation of the Neutral
trade as follows:

1st. Neutrdls may carry their own native produce, except contraband, even to
an enemy. . : . .

2d. Neutrals may carry even from any enemy’s country direct to their own, any
goods of which they shall be the owners. ‘

3d. Neutrals are forbidden to carry from one neutral country, goods of the fa-
brick or growth of an‘enemy of his majesty, even fo another neutral country, on
pain of confiscation of the goods.

4th. Neutrals are forbidden to transport any goods of the growth or fabrick
of an enemy, from the port of any neutral to any enemy’s port, on pain of for-
feiting the whole cargo, of which any part is of enemy’s growth.

5th. All neutral vessels having en board goocds, the property of an enemy,
shall, together with their cargoes, be lawful prize.

By another Ordonnance of October 21, 1744, all the foregoing articles were
confirmed, except the last, which subjected the ship of a neutral as well as the .
carge to forfeiture, which was relaxed so far only as respects the ship.

Monsieur Le Beau, in this national work, printed in 1800, says, that “these
decrees were coustantly pursued during the war of 1756, but that in the war of
1778, there were some changes.” See Le nouveau codes des prises, page 284, in
a note.of the Editor.

The cause of the changes made in 1778, is well kno‘dm to those who have at-’
tended to the intrigues and objects of the armed neutrality.

There are three other extraordinary articles in the Ordonnance of 1744, re-
pugnant to the law of nations, and @il of which Monsicur Le Beau observes, were
re-enacted in the Ordonnance of 1778, and.were acted upon.

.1st. Condemns neutral vessels and cargoes solely for the cause of having
thrown overboard any papers, though enough remain on board to prove the neu-
trality of the property.

_2d. Condemns meutral vessels if they shall have contravened the passports of
their own sovereign.

3d. Condemns all neutral vessels which shall have undeetaken any new voyage
othcr than the one stated in her clearance ; and declares that no passports shall
be valid unless the ship was at the moment of issuing in her own country.

11th Article rOf‘ the same Ordonnance, declares null all passports granted to
ewners or masters of neutral wessels, if such owners or masters were subjects of
an enemy, unless such persons had been naturalized before the war.

The public will.perceive in the foregoing article, the injustice of the clamours
which have been urged against Great Britain, on the subject of her refusing to
respect our Naturalization law, as to her own subjects. These Englishmen, so
naturalized, are by the present laws of France, liable to be seized as prisoners of
war, and the ships they own or command, are prize, and yet an English sove-
reign cannot touch them. . . . .

- A
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In the Ordonnance against marine deserters, passed by the French King in Oct..
ober, 1784, it is declared, that all French classed seamen, )y‘hqthel'_desert_era or
not, who even in time of peace shall be found on_ hoard fareign ships without
leave, shall be imprisoned fifteen days, &c,—and if arrested in time §f war on
board rorE1G N ships shall be sent to the galleys.

That such is the true construction of this article, will be evident to every per-
son acquainted with the French language and marine laws, and that ¢ scront.
arétés sur des navires étrangers, ou passant en pays étranger,”. are very dxifercnt
terms from  pris sur des vaisseaux ennemis,” and that the former means simply,
arrestation in neutral merchant ships—If any independent Neutral nation had
spoken wholly the French language, we should have seen this decree rigidly and
frequently enforced.

Here then is declared what we have long sought to cstablish as the French law,
the right to seize in time of war, their own seamnan %e¢ deserters, not in enemy’s
ships, but any foreign ships. ‘ . )

Ordonnance, May 9th, 1793, orders all vessels belonging to neutrals, which
shall be laden in whole or in part with provisions bound to an enemy, or with
enemies’ property, to be detained and brought in; the merchandize of enemies
forfeited, and the other paid for at fuir value.

It will be remembered that this was the very first order of cither belligerent
against neutral trade in the late war, being dated thirty days before the British
provision order of June 8th, 1793—it was also a violation of the treaty of 1778.
On the 28th May, 1793, they declared that the United States were not compriz-
ed in that order, but ordcred that our property which had been seized should
remain sequestered. On the 1st of July, they repealed it wholly as to the United
States—But on the 27th of the same month, they repeal the repealing act, and
declare that the confiscating decree shall be executed according to its letter.

The resemblance there 1s between this conduct, and that in regard to the
Berlin decree, is very remarkable.

No. 10. k
RecariTuraTioxs of the Points established ;—and REFLEcTIONS upon them

THE examination in detail of the diplomatic intercourse of our ad-
ministration, requires no ordinary share of patience and attention ; and
it would be in vain that we should expect of our readers in general, the
sacrifices of their ease necessary to such an investigation. But if the
situation of our country is really as perilous as the language of the Presi-
dent, of the members of Congress, and the comiplaints and anxiety of the
people would prove, surely it is not too much to expect of ‘the patriotisin
of our fellow-citizens, that they will examine and weigh with candour-and
seriousness, the results of the labours of those, who from any motives
have been induced to look more profoundly and more patiently into the
causes of our disasters. '

I shall therefore undertake to state briefly the inferences which are
necessarily drawn from the examination of the very ex raordinary diplo-
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matic conduct of our administration, and I invite those who may doubt
the correctness of these inferences, to examine the preceding numbers
of the ¢ Analysis,” upon which these inferenceg are founded.

It has appeared in the course of our investigation, that our administra-
tion, so far from maintaining an impartisl and dignified course of conduct
towards the belligerent nation.,has sought for apologies for the atrocious
violations of our rights on the part of France, and has been disposed not
only to put the most unfavourable constructions upon the conduct of the-
British cabinet, but to compel that nation to an open declaxation of war,
or in failure of that plan, to rouse the passions of the American people in
such a manner as to make them desire, and demand a declaration of war
on our part against Great Britain.

This partiality, and this project, have been evident from the following
facts established by this analysis :—

Zirstly. That early in 1807, the government of the United States chose
to put a fuvourable interpret:.tion on the French Berlin degicemman inter-
pretation directly opposed to its positive and explicit terms ;—that it ac-
cepted, as un explunation of that decree, an informal, unauthorized, and
inexplicit declaration of a subordinate officer, in which it appears by
subsequent papers, the governinent in truth placed no serious reliunce,
but considered that a positive confirmution on the part of the Emperor
was absolutely necessary. L

Secondly. That such a favourable explanation of the Berlin decree has
never been obtained, but on the contrury, the only opinions expressed by
proper authority in I'rance have been in favour of its literal execution.

Thirdly. That although no evidence existed as proyed by the forego-
ing positions, that France had determined to relax the rigour of her de-
cree as to us, but by the confession of our own government it was from
its date enforced in the West Indies, in all the tributary states, and more
particularly in neutral and sovereign countries, by French arms; yet no
formal remonstrance was ever made by our submissive rulers, until Gen-
eral Armstrong’s letter of November 12th 1807, onNE duy after the date
of the British orders, retaliating those of Berlin. )

Fourthly. The government of the United States, so fur from remonstrat-
ing against the French decree, huve apiologized for it on two grounds :—

Firstly. That it was merely municipal, and therefore lawful. This we have dis-
proved by shewing that it wag enforced in neutral and independent countries,
where, though the French arm's were predominant, yet the local sovercignty was
still acknowlcdged, and therefore France was precluded fromconsidering them as
conquered countrics : We allude to Hamburg and Tuscany.

Secondly. Mr. Madison hus apologized for the French decrees on t.he ground
of their being retalistory on British former usurpations. To this objection, or
apology, it has been replicd: 1st. That Britain has set up no doctrines not
recognized either by the law of nations or the example of France, in which latter
case it was contended that France could find no fault. 2dy. That had such
cases of British usurpation cxisted, (which is denied,) they must have been such
as existed prior to our treaty with Fpance, and that treaty merged or destroyed
all pre-existing causes of complaint. It is not competent now for France to urge
as a ground of her wengeance against us, any principles or facts which existed
prior to that treaty, in which we gave up to her twenty millions of just claims.
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The fifth general inference from these dispatches is that the language,
the tone and teraper, adopted towards Great Britain and France, demon-
strate the most humble submission to the latter and a fixed determination
to offront and quarrel with the former. We refer our readers to No. 8
of this analysis for the proofs of his assertion.

Sizthly. While there is a pretended impartiality in the offers to Great
Brituin and Irance, it appears that to the latter the positive offer was that
of un alliunce in the war as_a condition of the repeal of her decrees; butto
Great Brituin, the insulting and barren offer of a repeal of the Emburge
waus the only proffered inducement ;~un offer which we proved to be des-
titute of reciprocity, affrontive, mean, inconsistent and hypocritical.

Seventhli. We have shewn that neither of the offers was in fuct sin.
cere, though that to France was made with the perfect approbation of the

Ermperor. ) .
The offer of war to France was absurd, because it was on the condition
of the nogzrepeyl of the British orders, when it was perfectly certain that

Great Brit.in would repeal those orders as soon as the decrees of France
should be removed.
- The offer to Great Britain was equally insincere, because it was moral.

ly certain that she could never repeal her orders until the French decrees.

were removed. .

Becuuse her orders were ayowedly grounded on the French decrees,
and it would blast her reputation for sincerity should she withdraw them
without the repeal of the avowed causes.

Because it would humble her before her enemy.

Because it would degrade her before us, and would be an admission
that we could at any moment starve her into any concession of her just
rights.

gBeca.us<z=, in fine, our offer was coupled with conditions affrontive to her
cabinet, and while we continued our interdiction of her public ships, which
was of itself a barrier to all negotiation.

Such are the proofs of insincerity evinced by the dispatches which we
have examined. We have offered a solution of the causes of these ex-
tragrdinary proposals.

To France, who not only understood our game, but who Aad directed it,
no apology was pecessary.

To Great-Brituin, mean and false apologies were offered ; our govern-
ment even condescended to declare that our measures were purely muni-
cipal and in no degree hostile, though Gilesyand Campbell, and Gallatin,
and all our private democratic champions avow that they were intended
to coerce Great-Britain. But our Machkiavels did not deceive the British
Cabinet, and if the honest and indignant language of Mr. Canning, though
couched in the decorum of diplomatic\ forms, did not reach the consciences

of our rulers and excite a blush of shame, we can only regret the degener-.

acy of the age and of our country in having such rulers.

The only motiye in making these insidious offers, insincere towards’

both, in concert with one, and understood perfectly by the other, was to

-
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shfle the cl:imdﬁg;s, éxlx.d impose,upon the blind credulity of the Americar

eople. ! * I o
P Never did there exist a people on whem the most-barefaced and shame-
less hypocrisy could be so successfully practised ;—if I may judge from
the gparent success of this project. . Frem one end of the continent to
the other, these dispatches, with the exception of the Evening-Post at N,/
York; and a few indepchdent papers in other places, appear to be received
every where with indiffgrencey with forbgarance—or even acquiescence.
The general silence £eenis to be an impiied admission that the govern-
ment huve suddenly,departed from their crooked policy and have adapted
somethingdike a fajr coursetowards the two belligerents, This proceeds
stlely from that indolegcg_which will not examine, or that spirit *of sub.
mission which shrinks at the bold effort of stemming popular prejudices,

I have unidertakeny thogg{a conscious of my. inferierity to resist this cure
rent,-to call men back’to reason and themselves.

If the administration had until this moment been pure and unspotted ;—
if it had evinged the most honest impartiulity, I think the present dispatches’
would prove that they hgve submitted themsglves to the daminatipn of .
France, and are fatally bent, upon producing an open collision with Great
Pricain. S s »

- It is impossible for a man, however charitable, to peruse these dispatch-

£s and connect them with the most extraordinary measures of our cabi-
net hitherto adopted and now proposed, without coming to this resalt,
that an alliance eithervekpress or implied exists between the cabinet of
Washipgtt_m and that of St. ClQ% ' - ‘

The present rulers of the United States have at.all periods of their pub-
lic life, united their fortynes with those of Franee. The politics and in-
terest of their own country seem to have been always subservient in their
mirnds to those of their foreign friends. I will not make the charge of
corruption ;—it matters not to the private citizen whether the ruinous and
destructive conduct of public men proceeds from deeprooted partialities,
apd antipathies, from corruption, or the hopes of future reward ; the alarm-
ing fact'isequally to be regarded from whatever source it may proceefi:

In reviewing the history of the United States, I find that in 1780 and
1782 Mr. Jefferson and Mr. Madison, and the Virginian eligarchy, were
too-much devoted to Frange. I find Mr, Samuel Adarns and all the New
England delegation, when no British party could be pretended to exist,-
gqually hostile to this French faction.

‘In examining further I perceive Mr. Jefferson and Mr. Madison taking-
the side of France in'1793, gpposing our NEUTRALITY ; of the g:q%
effects of which they have the unparalleled audacity to boast at the present
day. I find them charging Washington with base ingratitudé for not join-
ing Rrance agaipst Great Britain. I find them intimate withand praising
Genet;and Fauchet, and Adet and equally praised and estéémed and con-
fided in by these foreign ministers. I find them for fifteen years radical-
g' and unmgyesbly hostile to England. I find that by stirring up and cul~.

vating the prejudices of the nation against Grgat Britun they huve aca
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in the hearts of these rulers, and thatin a moment they have Irq.noun_ceq
all their partialities and antipathies, and endeavored Honestly to promote a
fair and equal, correct and impartial understanding with both ?
This would be a stretch of c_ha?_jity too great for human powers.
Let us then view them as they are, fallible, imperfect men ; of passions
like unto others,devoted to Prance, and deeply hostile' o Great Britaih.
Has their conductcoincided with this state of tliﬁ’gs f and if it hag,{s it

4

L4

the real source of all our evils? . . . S ;
.. In February 1807,atreaty was made with Great Bitain by two mennot
suspected of partiality to that nation—they were satisfted ‘it would be a-
greeable to the United States ; -and so Mr. Jefferson assured Congress in:
a formal message. Py .

In the interim the Berlin decree arrived ; this ought to have’ strength-.
ened the motives to amicable adjustment with England. .

But this treaty so made, and indeed excellent in i'ts provisions, was re-
jected without the ordinary respect and deliberation given to treaties.made
with Indian tribes. Great Britain though she felt the affront, (as she had
made unexpgcted conce‘ss.ions"ixll that treaty) diggembled h‘er"s'ensations,
and professed her dispasition to retain her gogd understanding with us.

In the mean while an rnauthorized British officer accidentally favours
the views of our cabinet. Provaked, toomiich provoked by a shameful
encouragement of British desertéts, aprinciple which in these dispatches
our government concedes to be wrong, this officer causes an attack on
one of our national ships. ! o :

Without waiting fot the usual remedy, without cdnfiding in the justice
of the sovereign, ignorant and of course ihnocert of the offence, our gov-
ernment assumed the reparation, and by anacs of evowed hostility conrpel
Great Britain either to make wer or refuse redress!

Overldoking this purposed insult, and taking counsel from magnani-
mity rather than angry pride, - she sends us a special envoy-to placate our
resentment. But adhering to our designed punctilios we reject him.

Pending this alfair Bonaparte - forbids our trade with Great Britain—
writes a note declaring ys at war, and threatening confiseation, and his re-
sentment in case we refuseé. He orders a suspension of all commerce onthe
part of all those nations whose arms in active war would be of no avail.

We came within this description, and obedient to his rescrifit in four
days after receipt of his orders (a time which Colonel Pickering observes
was sufficiently short for suck’a plan) we issue an edict waging war ith.
allthe commerce of the U. States, and all the righss of the commercial States.

- This was first avowed to be merely municipal ;—but it is now acknow-
ledged by Mr. Giles and Mr. Gallatin to have been Aostileta/Great Britin.
So Bonaparte understands - it, and in two public official French ,dgel;ira-
tions, it is. praised as being a proof of our hostility to Great Britain; grin
other words oursubserviency to France. Stillsomething x‘em'ainedtobegne
‘to place us on as favoured a footing with Bonaparte as Holland or Italy. -

. Mr.Campbell’s Non-Intercourse resojution effects this,and as Mr. Gal.
latin observes, there is no distinction between this and a declaration of war

aguainstGreat Britgin—Such hasbeen our policy=eSuchits fgajtermination.
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