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\ RANDOLPH said that rumors to which he

" o shut s ears [of an intended dcclaration’of

o \Dinday next, with cioseéd doors] and thecir-

ee which had just passed under the eye of

1% ok : - .
':1" : 1o 1s¢ [alluding to a mot.on to adjourn] impel-
“ o to inuke a last e¢ff.): ¢ Lo rescue the count

go rSE

[

k"},] the calamities whieh, he feared; were impend-
fr v verit. He had & %mposition to submlt,. the de-
B rwhich would affect vitally the best interests

i wution,  He conceived himstit bound to bring
iti:n'rwml. He (U'd hot fee) himself a free agent in
th [pansaction. H. woid: endeavaor to state as suc
4ty as he couid the grounds of his metion, and
;,t numbly asked the attention of every man whose
ind wus at all open to conviction—of every man de-
cwed to the cause of this country, not only in that
J use, but i every rank and condition of life,
ginughout the st..a.te. _

e motion which he was about to offer grew out
of certain propositions, which he pledged hnmself' to
.ve; nay, without an abuse of the term, to’de-

nairate. :

. ,wj“lf‘s::s first of these propositions was that the Berlin
gd vilun decees were not only not repealed, but that

-" gt government h‘ud fm,:ms_hed to tl}e House and to
i world unequivocal evidunce of the fuct. The
gficultv in demonstrating this propusition arose ra-

gior from his embarrassment in selecting from the

yist mass of evidence before him, than in any deficien-

o of proof; foef he were to useé all tl}e testimony

thet might be adduced, he f'ea_m:d hgs discourse
Il il crow to a bulk not inferior to the volume
shich he held in his hand. He would refer the
House to the correspondence, g'enerali‘_v, of Mr. Rus-
gll, our agent at Paris, accomp.nying the ?rcm-
dent’s message of the present session. He referred
tothe schedule of American vesscls taken by French
svateers sincé the first ot November, 1810, [the
priod of the alledged repeal of the French decree]:
% these, it was worthy of remark, that *the Robin-

wawa, from Norfolk to Lonlon, with tobacco, cot
fi and staves; the Macy-Aan, from Charleston to
Lonlon, with cotton and rice; the tseneralsBaton,
fon Lon-lon to Charleston, in ballast ; the Neptune,
fom London to Charleston, also in ballast; th= Clio,
fom London to Pluladelphia,  with Eaglish m ;matuc-
tres ; the Zeba, from Boston to Tarragona, (':"s.:’n
i msacssion of the Spumiards ) with swves.; wii coin-
i un ler the opapit.on of the Fronch decrees, and
w2ed since the 2d of Vovember, 1812, had not been
Bl rstored on the 4eh of Juty lust »” and that the only
tro vessels naméd in that scheduwie, which had been
pstored * viz the 'Two-Brathers from 72 onw St
Malo, anl the Star, frong dal-m to Nupics (he one
anare in Frunee, the other victually a French nort)
&l ot coine within the scéope ofthe Berlin and Vii-

b teerces Tulecd, the only cases relicd upon by
M Moaroe to prove the repeal of the French de-
eoes, 4t s of He G.’“~f‘t:-'\Im-f;!'(_'.r“:l., and the
Fw-Orleuns Packe-t. - Oa rthe isst oFthese o great

prss is Lud=boeause, having been captured by an
Eielish cruizer, she was te-taken by her own crew
wl cardied mio M orseilles, wliere conséqaently the
epiars hecum - French prisoneis of wur. . s well
meh: 1t he expected, that in case of war between the
Uited Seates and Bagland, our privateers carryng
theirp: 25 inty Prench poits, should be proceeded
wan<t unebr those Jdeerses. It was, therefore, on
te cas- of the Now-Orlenns-Packet that the princi
pd relionce was placed, to shew the repeal of the
droginis decrees.  Biit even this case. cstablished,
bevond the possibility of doubt, that the Milan de-
ties of the 2340 November, anfd 17th Docember,
177, were in force subsequently.to the period of
thee wlewad repeal. This vessel hearm{f;xt Gibral-
ter, where she had disposed of a part of her cargo,
o the letter of the Dnke of Cadore of the 3th of Au.
gust, 1810, suspended her sales, and the supercar-
g, after hiving consulted with M. Hackley, the
American cossul at Cadiz, determined, on the faith
of that insidious letter, to proceed with the remain-
der of hiis cargo to’ Bordeaux. He took the precau-
tion. hawever, to delay his voyage, so-that he might
tot arrive i France before the 1st of November, the
3[_‘.- on which the Herlin and Mlian decrees were to
Lase to operate: ’ 5

[Here Mr R. was called to ofder by Mr Wisight,
%ho said there was no maotion kefore the House The
beaker overruled Mr. Woaght’s objection, as the
pentleman from * Vieginia had  declared  his
Mention to make a motion, and it had been usual
Y permit prefatory remarks. ] B el

Mr. R said he would proceed in his argument
Vithout deviating to . the right or to the left, and he
¥ould endeavor to suppress every feeling which the

Yssel accordingly arrived in the Garonne on the 14th
% November, but'did not reach Bordeaux until the
Y of December. On the 5th of this month the direc-
B ot the enstoms seized the New-Ovleans-Packet
8 her cargo, under the, Milan decrees of the 23d
Nvember and 17th Decetaber, 1807, expressly 'set
"th, for - having come from an English port, and
ving been vigized by a British vessel of war” Thais
8 vessel having weluntarily entered & French port

!‘gier them.  * These facts,” continues Mr.. Ruaa:llllé :
baving been stated to me by the supercargo, ortl

dmeriean yice.consul at Bordeaux, .and the .princi-
ti one, that of the mmeund;:r 1he Mbldn deerees,

s of the cargo, lcon-

ot t sifer the franshetion

bre nor less than th
&awn by the law officer of _ the
recably to the law of the Em

¢ ] 113 - &
. . T »
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Question was so well gslculated to excite’ “ The |

s . Fhes e contmacs M. Basecl | <Peal - O the Sotrary ught ot the soltary exc | excapt ingr
| Copien (ghacing i o b on) 10 foriy she generl | propersy whie

mz ~stablished the races-verbal, put into: my | *
| ‘| with Prance, “
= < h

the &ibel in'the Admiralty Court, | ¥

stantiuted. by the remonstrance o*.'_',_Mr.. .Bnrlo_‘w to the
Duke of Bassano of the 12th of March, 1813, in the

rinl and Royal Mujesty’s ships Mcd.sa «nd Nymph »
It should: be recollected that ali the decrees of the
French Emperor are given sirictly in charge to cer.
tain public functionaries, who are directed tp put

repeal of these decrees to. be a rule of action,
the cruizers, eourts and officers of the customs re
mained profoundlf igmoran: of ‘the fact. It is to be!
found no where Btiii the proclamation of the Presi-
| Sthtes, of the 2d November, 1810
aifefl fOpthe receipt of this proclamation
(says Mr. Russellf#i order to make use of it for the
iiberation of the New-Orleans. Packet, ppeared to
me a preposterious and unworthy course of proced-
ing; and to be nothing better than absurdly and base-
i{'employing the.declaration of the President, that
e Berlin and Milan decrees had been revoked, as
the means of obtaining their revocation.” They
were then not revoked, orsurely our minister wotld

vocation. Proofs multiply on proofs. :
“ The Custom-House Officers of Bordeaux com-
menced unlading the New-Orleans Packet on the
10th December and eompleted that work ‘on the
20th, as appears by their proces-verbal of those dates.
Thatief the 20th expressly declares that the proper-

Prizes” (the Court 6f Admiralty] *¢ at Paris, accord-
ing to the decrees of the 23d November, and 17th
Dzcember, 1806, or inother words wnder the décrees
of Milan™® Mr Russcll’s remonstrance was sabmit-
ted to the council of commerce, and further proceed-
ings against the Ncew-Orleans-Packet suspended.
“ The papers were mot transmitted te the council of pri-
zes, “nor 1 prosecution instituted befare that tribunal ;
which provis only that the prosecution at law was
suspended, not that the laws were repealed—*‘ and
the vessel and cargo on the 9th of January were pla-
ccd at the disposition of the consignees, on giving
band to pay the estimated amount, should it difini-
tively be !ecided that a confiscation should take
place.” Recollect that this vessal voluntarily enter-
ed 1 French port on the faith of the repeul of those
decrees. Sheis seized and libelled undaer them, but

nister, he obtains from the French guvernmeni—

cre-s? Nothing likeit A discharge of the vessel ?
Not at all=the bond represents her—she stands pled-

in her full value in cuse she should be found to
come within the scope of the law ; and yet we must
believe the law to be repealed! What sort of a re-
lease isthis ? Mr. Russel makes a merit of having
** rescured this property from che seizure waith which

Justice ; and of ** having placed it in-a situation more
favoraole than that of many other wvessels und cargoes
whicii continued in a kind of mortemain, by the sus-:
pension of all proceedings in regard to them.” And
this letecer and case is adduced as proof of the repeal
of the Berlin and Miian décrees, on the 1st of No-
vember 1810+ P

It ;s true that in a postscript dared tlie 5th of July
(a mo. hsubseqaent 1o, wieydate of tae letter to which
it s upp nded, and seven  months after his remon-
strance w0 the French government) Mr. Russell
statcs chat orders had been given to cancel the bond
in question.  Buc surely this is no proof of the revo-
caaon of the decrees. Let us sce waat he says on |
the 18th of that month. . “ Although [ was fully im-
pressed with the importance of an early decision in
favor of the captured vessels, none of which had
been mciaded m e list above menuoned”—[* of
16 Ameciican vesscls wiose cdrgees nad been admit-
ted by order off the Emperor”—=probably under li-
cereef vei | dieemed it propet to waitl foc a few days,
t}:«f’orc I made an application on the subject. On the

thercfore on that day addressed to the Duke of Bas- |

that he dad la:d tiis note with a, general report be-
tore he Emperor, but that his majesty dechined ta-!

King any decision with regard to it, before it h::ucit
been submitied to a council of commerce.

consult his council of commerce whéther from o
tives of policy he should or should not grant a 8pecial
exemption from the. operation 6% his laws. ,. In the
same letter learning fromr the duké Bassano, that** the
case of the brig Good Intent, must be cartied before
the Council of Prizes,” Mr.. Russell wishes tosecure
this case from this *“ inaugpicious mode of proceediny,’’
that1s, from the operationof theslaw  + Wiy ? i the
law, so dreaded, was repealed ?

myself of the proceedings, in regard to the captured-
vessels, and ascertained the fact that the duke of Bas+
sano had made areport in relation to them. The
Emperor, it appears, however sullwished for the
decision of his ¢ Council of Commerce,” What ? to
know if his decrees of Berlin and Milan were gevoked ?

evidence be
cial exccative interference) under peculiar. circum-

atances, and after a long detention for violatingghose
"decrecs, of @ single véssel, establiish the fidot of ‘their

e - CHE 1

__In passing,
rench minister, being interrogated by Mr. Russell
onﬂmnl!‘mtcfmn‘mf‘uhre ) i/ !
replied that “no such communicaty
made at Paris, . but ‘that M~ Ser

[ 3 s

ould gecollect how much ha
temerity :
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* “To dissipate the las: 8'i:idow of doubt on the ques-
‘expressiy declhres, tha, *

sitions of olir government, expressed in
tary act of the 2d of March lusty having b
ficially communicated (o his gourt, his ympesial ms
e was made acquainted with theg,
directed that the Aumerican ve
ports of France sincé the 3d of November
releas.d ; obdcrs were at the same ume - to be /given
ulmerican vessels. laden with American pro-

these circumstances, whatever difference
of opinion might exist as the propriety of the Presi- |
dent’s prociamation in the first wnstance, there could
bé none as 40 its revocation.” As soon as it Was as-
certained, not only from the proceedings
high seas, but of her courts of law, -ahd
vernment, that France had acted, mala f£
irds, this country, it surely became theduty of the
President to recal that proglamation.. H:- could have
not stand in need of any means for obraining their re:’ no doubt of his constitutional power over the sub-
| jéet, having aiready exercised it in g case not dissi
milar—{ Brskine’s arcangement ] That
line'#f our policy :
at fatal proclamativh we
are todate our departure from that meufral position
ad so long and so tendciously adhered,
inglishment of the desighs of France up-
on us, Iasswing it, the President had yielded to the
evertures of France ; and it was worthy of
obsirvation how different a construction had thereby
been put upon the act of non-intercourse (as it was
commonly culled ) from thatof Muy, 1810—alth
the wdrds of the two acts were the sume. 'S
case, a modification of the decreess and orcers of
the belligerents, so as that they should cease to vio-
lute our neutral rights, was alongiPequired.
second, other matter was blended with them, altho’,
the words ofthe two acts were identically the same.
This grew out of the insidious letter of the duke of
Cadore,. the terms of which were accepted, with the
conditions annexed, by the President of the United-
These conditions prescnted two alternat
: “ ThLut England should revoke her orders  in
council and abolisiAthose principles of blockade which
after great exertion on the part of the American mi- France aldledged to be new, or that the United-States
shouild cause their flag to be respected by the Eng-
what ? Proof of the bona fide] revocation of the de-' lish”—in other words should become parties 10 the
war on the side of France.
these principles were, the renunciation of which we
were to require at tne instigation of France, it would
be necessary to attend to the language of the French
By these 1t would not be denied that prin-
ciples, heretofore unheard of, were attempted to be;
' ““ interpolated into the laws e¢f nations”—Principles
ithas been visited”—that is rescued from a court of diametrically adverse to those which the government
of the United States had repeatedly recog i1zed in
their correspondence wirh foreign powers as well as
in their public tréaties, to be [egitimate and incon,
testible. The French doctrine of blockade bemng the
only branch of tue subject embraced in the duke of
tier of the 5th of August, 1810, would a-
' flons e noticed. . These requuired  ibai the right of
blockade shiould be reswicted *f wa foruficd ports, in-
vestcd bysea and by land. - Thatit should not extend
to thé mouths of rivers, harbors or places not for-

_ ) tion of the
caseof the *véssels éaptured and bunng by his mpe. fouriers’ in

them in force . The onl thorities to whom the [jcsty, 18 soen 48 :
(4 dirceted that steredin the
» shogld l!e'j

of heptrui-: :
disposed
Jide L however; sot oitly by the letter of the Frepch minjs-
ter, but'by your explanation, that the repeal of the
qrders in cduncil will notsatisfy-either the French or
the American governments, . The British governs
ment is further required by t}m- letter of the French
minister to: renounce_those principles of blockade
which the French government alledges to-be new””
. This fact is placed beyond a doubt, bv Mr. Pmke
ney’s answer of the 14th January, 181L. “ if I com=
prehend the other parts of .your ‘Jordship’s leuter,”™
says he, * they.declare in effect that the British Goa
vernment will repeal nothing but. the orders in council®™
~and again, ‘“It is certanly true that the American
f government has. required, a8 indispensable in the
view of its acts of intercoursé and non-intepcours
the annulment of the British blockade of Muy 1806,
<. Thus when the British government stood pledged
to repeal its orders: in council, a question entirely
distinct has been dexterously mingled with it in our
diseussions with England ; the renunciation of the
jright of blockade in the fuce of Mr. Madison’s cone

?: her E)

tion was the dividi
our present evil. From

to which w¢'
ty was to be pursued before the Imperial Council of and the

In the firs

In order to know what

¢r such definition the blockade of May, 1806,
‘otherwise Mr. Fox’s biockade, stood condemned—
but Mr. Randoiph had no hesitation in affirming that
blockade to have been” legal, agreeably to the long
estabiished principles of national law, sanctioned by
In Mr Foster’s letter of the 3d |
of July last to Mz, Monroe, he says—*the blockade
of Muy 1806 was notified by Mr. Secretary Fox on
this principle [* that no blockade can be supported
by an adcquate force destined ito muintain it and to
, : expose to hazard all vessels attempting to evade its
s however, having learnt at the council of piizes | operation”] nor was-that biockade announced, until
unaf 10 new order had been received there”—(that he had satisfied himself by a communication with the
on the 11th of July 1811, the French adiniraltycourt | board of admirality possessed the means, and would
had no nouce of the repeal of hc decrees) “1.jud-! employ them, of | watchiag the whoie coast from
zed itto bemy duty no longer to remuain silent. I Brest to elbe and of effect
. “ The blockade of

the United States.

ally enfgrcing the blockade.
ay, 1806, according to the
sauno my note with « list of American vessels .captu- | doctrine maintained by Grgat Britain, was just & law-
red since the first of November On the 15th1learnt | ful i itseri
uon & fact

n becauge it was supporied both i inten-
y anadequate naval force.” In a subse-
quent part of the same letter it is distinctly averred
that ‘* that blockade was maintained by a sufficient
P “naval foreé ;” and the doctrine of paper biockade is
_.The housc would take into consideration the dis-| every wereexpiessly disclaimed in the coy)espon-
t.nction between the ceuncil of prizes, an admiralty | dence, here as well as at London.  “ If (says Mr.
court bound io decide aceording to the luws of the em- | Foster)the orders in ,council siiould be abrogated,
pire, and the council of commerce, which was of the . the dlockade of May, 1806, could not continue under
nature of a board of trade ; charged with the. gene- | our construction of the law of nations, unless thai block-
' rak superintendance of the concerns of commerce ; ' ade should be maintained by o dueé application of an ad-
occupied in devising regylations, rot expounding  eguate naval force” .be
them; an instuuaon altogether . political, by no ifound in Marquis Wellesiy's correspondence with

The same admission will  be

means judic.ul.  His masjesty then determined:to{ Mr, Pinkwey. . . Gk, ot o o e
. fhe coast of France from Brest. to Calais is what
geamen call an iron-bound coast. It bad been block-
dded inevery wag during the last century, that short
period of the American war excepted, whem England
No British minister-
would be suffered,to hold |his-place who should _fail
siri¢tly to watch $he opposite - oast of France: Bresthes
principal naval argenal prouruded dutinto the-Atlantic’
oceun, corfessed the wantof suituble harbors for ships
I had from time to time (he continues) informed [+of war in the channel : while from Plymouth, Pérts-
mouth and the mouth of the Thames, the opposite
&oast is easily widtetied and overawed.  Fro
to the Elbe'the coast js low, flat and shelwit
-cuitof aceess, affording few g ‘
except the Schelut - The blockade of this .coast is
as easy as that of Carolina, But it faust not pass un-
. the; blockade was in point of fact, {(as
m Mr. Monroe’s letters (9 Mr. Madisen
806,) limited { to .the
between Havre and Ostend
netitials being permitted 'to trade, freely, -eastward
ard of the :;mh ;ﬁ&:
cles contraband. of war and cnemies
e £ blockade”  ‘And.

. British commissioners of Nov. 3,

lost the mas of the channel.

goodinlets; indeed none

W s his mjm ignorant of'the fact 7 ~Gan sgronger | noticed’
dduced that they were in forcé # or | appears | ‘
can the release (not by the courts of law, but by spe-{ of the 17th and 20th of May, 1
: {sn’hﬂ' extent of the coast
of Ostend, and -w. ‘men
which are seizable without L
e ey M § - i dnpoudeing
; it was well worthy of remark, thatthe| May 16, 1806, t¢ his own

. ell | as a megsure highly:

commereral intercourse | terests. - And.;

d befully instructed on this head?”, mﬂgwl :

- - - vk
o It

o

fercicos with Englaid. ' The positionswhich e

Al Jay tmh and thepmdpfwhi:‘% hbed
of his argument had compelied him in_som d?lvo
to anticipate, however it mlghtxﬂeinﬁuhl of thus
description, was nevertheless susceptible'of the most-

-;,M ar ,_'yoaiﬁve evidence, . Litg M
ftémen , but such was thé &

that tlie orders in council hadip
} of accommodation, and -that

o v

82 -
1
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moment would not  Satisfy our .

Lord Wellesly’s iStfefgo MY Pinkney of Dec. 29
1810, he says—= Ifgothing more had been requir-
ed of Great Britain, for'the purpose of securiag the

n.of the repgeal of the! French. decrees,

galof .ur orders in Council, 1should nog
abe eclare the perfoct readiness of this
Wt fulfil that condition, , On these terms
government has .always been seriously
rcpeal the orders in council.. It appears

-
e {7 »
oo

struction .of the .non-interépurse law, and of Mr,

Smitl’s instructions to General Armstrong of July 5,

and 2d November, 1810, has been. declared 'indig«

Ensable in the view of thiat act, and there is the fuls
st admission that more than the repeal of the orders

in;.council was required ; viz. of that blockadey ue

gainst which we had not. lifted our- voice, until res

uired to -do’ so. by France, which Mr.. Monroe (so
ar from- remonstrating - against it, which it would
have been his duty t8 have done if illegal,) considers
““ as highly satisfactery to the commercial interests.”” &
blockade us legal us would be that of the ports of
Chesipeake, with a sufficient force stationed in Lynn
Huven Bay.  What is a legal blockade ? A block*

L_ade with such a force 2s renders the approach of

merchant vessels dangerous., Mark the wonderful
facility with which Mr, Pinkney not only blends the
question of the blockade of May 1806. with the rew
pealof the O:ders in Council ; hut shews his dispow
sition - to.go, {f ke could, the whole Jength of the
French doctrine of blockade ; adoctrine unheard of*"

before the reign of Bopaparte. ¢ It is by no meansg’

clear that itmaypot fairly be contended “on principle
and early usage that a maritime blockade. is income
plete with regard t. states at peace, unless the Pi'tﬁs
which affects is invested by landas well as by sea.
And yet in this samt letter he says, * You imaygine
that the repeal is not to remain m force, unlcss the
British government, inaddition to the .revocation of
its orders in council, abandon its systemuof blockade.
Iam not conscious of Having stated as vour lordshipy
seems to think it is otherwise.. Even if it were aig
mitted, however, the orders in ¢ouncil ought nevers
theless to be revoked.” = The American doctri ¢ of
blockade is expressly laid down in Mr. Smith’s letw
ter to commodore Preble of the 4th- of February,
1804. ¢ Whenever therefore you shail have thu$§
formed a blockade of ‘the port of Tripoli (¢ 80 us to
create an evident danger of entering it’), you will
have a right to capture for adjudicstion any vessel
that shall ‘attempt to enter with.a knowledge of the
blockade.” . The very same doctrine against which
at the instigation of France, we are now about to
plungeintoa war.. ., .. |
Mr. 'Randolphsaid he was compelled to omit maw
ny striking’ proofs of the truth of his positions, from
lute weakness and inability to read the' volumi~
nous extracts from_. the documents before him. If
the offer should be made of a repéal of . the orders of
couneily . which our people. at hg'tfie, good easy souls,
suppoged tQ be the only obstacle, the wound, as afs
ter the accommaodation of'the of the Chesapcake
would still remain iagurable. He had not touched
upon the subject of Impressment, because, notwithw«
standing the use which had been made of it in thag
House and in the public prints, it did not eenstitute,
according to the shewing of aur own government, ag
obstacle to tlie accommodation ; (the orders in couns
cil and question of blockade being avowed impedi«
ments) and because it appears from Mr - Monroe’s
lett‘f:i'.l (:fl'-]the 28th February 1808 “ that the '
on which that interest was placed by the er of thes
{306, .me ::I;o
planations which accompaned it, was both honorablis
and advantagious to the United States.  Fhat if, cone
tained a concession in their favor on the part. of Grea
Britain, on the great principle in contestation, nevew

‘before made, by a formal obligatory act of their gos
vernment wh

ich was._ highly favorable totheir intep

ests.” >0y 3 b o T

In fact the rejection of M. ‘M‘onroe’s'.freaty had s
lone prevented the settlement upon hghorable terms,
of thie, as well d4s every other topic of difference bew
tween the governments. ' ; WA iRl

- He called the attention of'the House to My, Smith®
letter to Mr. Armstrong of July 5, 1810, requiring
f}l :ehg-nau;gipf the President restitution of our plufe

eréd property as * a prelimi to accommodation

"y vy

between the two ' governments.”” - « As it has heen
heretofore stated to you, a satisfictory provisi

5 forw
S SRR Ry
{ st be cor d 3 -.
with'd view to a nbn-intercolirse, with Great-Britain

a provision. being an indispensable cvidence of

made @ “ that afféir is sete

e ) md_bymw of state - -
nunications to comimittics of Congress 1™

elatins Wik ﬁ‘?u:@&%:?&'h &
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