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M. MADISON’s WAR.
. 0
A DISPASSIONATE INQUIRY
Into the reusons alleged by Mr. Madison for declaring
an offensive and ruinous War against Great-Bri.
tain; together with some suggestions as to a peace.

able and constitwtional mode of averting that dread.

Sful calamity. BY 4 NEW.ENGLAND FARMER,

O D DO
(CONTINUED FROM OUR LAST.)

Now as much of the merits of this question depend
upon the fairness of these offers, and since if the go-
vernment of the United States have bona fide made pro-
posals of this mature which ought to have satisfied
Great.Britain, we are wrong in charging them with
partiality, it is important that we consider this questi.
on distinctly and accurately,

We understand the offers not only in a different but
in a very opposite light, In the summer of 1809, the
embargd was reluctantly withdrawn in conseguence of
the formi.lable and decided opposition of the Northern
States. . Inits place was substituted the non.intercourse
act, nominally against both belligerents, though effec.-
tually only against Great.Britain, in which it was
provided, that in case either of them should repeal its
obnoxious edicts, the President should abolish the re-

~strictions as to. the one so repealing them, and they

should be in full operations as to the other. In coms
municating this measure to the two cabinets, the Presi-
dent saw fit to adopt a very different language to the
one from that which he used to the other, 'T'o Great-
Dritain he authorized Mr. Pinkney to say, thas in case
Great.Britain should repeal her orders in council, it
was PrROBABLE the President would give effect to the
powers yested in him by thatact, which simply extend.-
ed to a notification of the fact of repeal, and the law
itself declared that the act should remain in force
against I'rauce. But there was not the slightest inti.
mation that in such an event the United States would
declare war against France. There is one other cir.
cumstance worlhy of.netice in this communication to
Great.Britain in 1808, and that is, that no notice v.s
taken of the blockade of May, 1806, which has since
made so conspicuous a figure in the list of our'wrongs,

Yet it will be ohserved, that the President was not
empowered to offer to withdraw the non.intercourse
until Great.Britain should have repealed all her de.
crees vtolating our neutral commerce ; but as Mr. Jef.
Jerson did not in 1808 demand the repeal of the block-

- Jade of May, 1806, the inference is irresistible, that he

did not then consider it a violation of our neutral rights,

- The same inference may be drawn from Mr. Madison’s

arrangement with Erskine, which did not include the
blockade of May, 1806, although it ought to have in.
claded it if it was a violation of our neutral rights,—
So that we have the construction of two successive pre-
sidents, Jefferson and Madison, that the blockade of
May, 1806, was not a violation of our neutral rights,

Wiile Mr. Jeiferson only held out to Grea* “ritain
the prospect of a probability that he would give ~ffect
to the-powers vested in him by the act against France,
which gnly extended to the tontinuaunce of the non-in-
tercourse, a measure perfectly useless to Great:Britain
since her fleets already made & much more effectual non.
intercourse, he authorized Gen. Armstrong to assure
France, in distinct and unequivocal terms that if she
should repeal her decrees, and Britain should refuse to
rescind her orders, the United States would take part
én the war on the side of France,

These are solemn truths, and on record in the de:
partment of state,

But the second negociation on this subject, which

took placein 1810, was still more extraordinary. Al |
though the blockade of May, 1806, had quietly slept

as we have shewn, absolutely approved of by Mr.
Monroe, and censured by no one, not even by France;
although it did not make its appearance in the negoci.
ation ef 1808, nor in Erskine’s arrangement in 1809 ;
yet it was destined to make a great and principle figure
f2 1810. This must strike every person with astonish-
Ment, that a great and overwhelming wrong both to us
and to France should bave been forgotten and ne-
glected by both for the space of four years. Yet this
blockade was coupled with the orders in council, and
with such other pretensions in 1810, that no settlement

Could be made with Great.Britain, I now proceed to
the proof of these assertions. : ,
From the time of the promulgation of the French de-

crees of Mian and Berlin, we can find no intimation
on the part of France either of her dissatisfaction with
Tespect to the limited order of Gredat.Britain, of May,
1806, or of her determination to consider its repeal an
indispensable condition of tbo'repell of her hostile de-

Crees,

The first notice taken ofit; ﬁbru we can find, is in

& letier from Gen, Armstrong to Mr. Smith, our Sgcre.

demand for a

~opinion amouated to &
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tary of State, of january 28th, 1816, in which he del | . Thus we see‘how fai

tails & conversation which he had held with Count
Champagny, the French minister, -

In that letter Mr, Armstrong refers to a letter of ,

December 1st, 1809, from Mr. Smith to himself, which
has never been published, in which he is directed to de-
mand of France ¢ Whether, if Great.Britain revoked
*“ her blockades of a date anterior to the decree com.
*“ mouly called the Berlin decree; his majesty the em.
‘“ peror would consent to revoke that decree ?”’

To which the Emperor, falling into the views of our

| government, and foreseeing the snare which would be

laid for Great.Britain, inasmuch as, if she consented
te repeal said orders, it would bé an admission that
she had been the aggressor upon neutral commerce,
and further, that it would be an admission that she had
no right to exert -her only force, her maritime power,
for the ceercion of her enemy, replied, * That the
ONLY condition required for the revocation of the de.
cree of Berlin, will be a previous revocation by Great-
Britain of her blockades of France or parts of France,
of a date anterior to the aforesaid decree.”

So far the plot went on prosperouslyH; and if Great.
Britain had fallen into the project, it would have been

| made the pretext for preventing any future blockades

of even single ports of France in which armaments for
her destruction or the destruction of her. commerce
should be formed, and she would have relinguished to
an enemy, whom she cannot attack upon the continent
upon equal terins, the only weapons which God aund
her own valor had placed within her power, TEEN

Gen. Armstrong having so fir sucéeeded, lost no
time in transmitting to Mr, Piukney this project, the
failure of which was not only certain, but was proba.
bly calculated upon by both the high infriguing parties.

Mr. Pinkney on the 15th of Februgry, 1810, de.
nianded of Lord Wellesley, in purs: ace of the same
project, whether Great.Britaln counsiderad auy,and if
any, what blockades of the French coast of a date an.
terior to the Berlin decree in force? He specified none
in particular, except that of May, 1806. Indeed it
appears by Lord Wellesley’s note that no othersexisted.,

Lord Wellesley replied, that the order of May 1806,
““ was compreheuded in the order of council of January,
‘“ 1807, which was yet in force:’’ But did not intimate,
nor was he ever asked, whether Great.Britain would
repeal that order,

Mr. Pinkney, on the 7th of March, 1810, asked a
further explanation on the subject, whether the order
of May, 1806, was merged or sunk in that of January,
1807, and whether any other blockades of France, ex.
cept that of May, 1806, still existed ? ,

Lord Wellesley replied to this second inquiry of
Mr. Pinkuey, ¢ That the order of May, 1806, had
never been formally withdrawn, though it was compre.
hended under the more extensive orders of January,
1807, He declared, however, that no other bloc-
kade of the ports of France existed anterior to Janua-
ry, 1807. k] &

As he had never been required to answer, he was
silent on the question, whetlier the order of May, 1806,
would be withdrawn. | |

Mr. Pinkney, though not perfectly satisfied with
Liord Wellesley’s answef, still deemed it sufficient if
France was sincere, #nd accordingly wrote to General
Armstrong o6n the 6th of April, ** That the inference
from Lord Wellesley’s statement is that the blockade
of May, 18086, is virtually at an end, being merged and
comprehended in an order of ¢ouncil issuved aftef the
date of the Berlin décree.”” : oy

Such was Mr. Pinkney’s construction of Lord Wel.
lesley’s letter ; but this did not suit eithior the views of
France, ‘General Armstrong, or of our cabinet. No
cause of quarrel, no'mode of renewing the commercial
warfate against Great:Britain resulted from duch a na.
tural dnd fair construction of Lord Wellesley’s note.
It was decided in the cabinet of Paris to éompel Great.
Britain to make a formal renunciation of her rights,

emperor reserved to himself, in the vague and inexpli.
cit terms of his requisition, an ample latitude to de.
mand still further humiliations, Accordingly General
Armstrong wrote to Mr. Swith with to Lord
Wellesley’s statement, on the 3d of May, that * he
need scarcely observe how impossible it is to make this
or any similar statement the ground work of a new
repeal of the Berlin decree.”’ £

And it seems that in pursuance of this opinion he
has abstained from that day to the present to inform
his Majesty of the QQW upon the orders of
May, 1806, and January, 1807, by the British cabi.
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‘ thfully our two ministers coms
‘ducted this negotiation, .

Mr. Armstrong informs Mr. Pinkney that if Great.
Britain will repeal her erders anterior to the Berlia
decree, that France will repeal her decrees.
, Mr. Pinkney simply asks Lord Wellesley if those
aoterior or'ders are still in force. Nor did he ask
whether Great.Britain would revoke them until long
after the answer of Great.Britain to the first question,
whether. they were in force, had been transmitted te
France, - Al | " ,
. When the answer of the British eabinet is such as
leads Mr. Pinkney to think them virtually at an end,
and when he commaunicates this result to Gen. Arm-
strong, Ae does not think it worthy of attention, nor
sufficient ta disturb the repose of his imperial majesty,
by subniitting the Juestion to him|

It is now perceived we presume by every intelligent
reader, that the way was perfectly prepared in coucert
for the extraordinary  letter of the Duc de Cadore, i,
which a formal but illdséry promise of a repeal of the
Berlin and Milan decrees is tendered, provided Greata
Britain will repeal her orders, and renounce, not the
blotkade of May, 1806, Wwhich she had declared was
the only oue in force, not all anterior blockades actua
ally existing, but something further, something inad.
missible, that she shall renounce “ her principles of

. the Rambouillet and Bayonne decrges

- On the 13t day of March, 1809, Cengress pal
agt prohibiting intercourse both with Great.Britain and

net, which our other minister at London, Mr. Pink.
ney, thought and had communicated to him such an
of the former..

Mudison made a coavention with Mr.

blockade which she wishes to establish.”’
Terms which every man will fei'ceive might be con.

strued to amount to the surfender of al/ hier maritim@
rights,

. We conceive thien that we have established our firs§
proposition, that this demand upon Great.Britain to
renounce her principles of blockade proceeded from
our cabinet—was a councerted scheme, and was not
pressed as an w¥timatun wntil it was well ascertained
that it would not and could not be yielded. |

. Our second proposition rests on simpler, and if pose
sible on still more conclusive grounds—upon gutlioria
? which Mr. Maddison will not deny, becayse it is

s own, . . T \ :

We say, 24dly, That Mr. Madison when he demana

ded of Great.Britain as e condition of issuing his proa.
clamation that she should annul her decree of May,
1806, knew that he was not authorised to annex such
a condition, |

- That he did annex suck a condition is proved by a
letter from our secretary of state, of July 5th, 1810,
to Mr. Pinkney, in which he says, * You will accora
dingly let it be distinctly understood that it must ne.,
cessarily include the dnnulment of the blockade of
May, 1806.” | = ;

~ Now the right of Mr. Madison to include this dea
#niend as an indispensable condition could only arise
from the construction put by him on the act of Cona
gress of May, 1810, which duthorised him, in case
¢ either of the belligerents should so far revoke or moa
dify its detrees or edicts as that they ceased to violate
the -neutral commerce of the United States,” to issue
his proclamation stating that fact, and upon sueh pros
clamation, sb made, the non.intercourse was to revive

' against the other belligerent, if he should fail to

“ his edicts in like manner within three months.””
It i3 not denied that the decrees or edicts which did
violate our neutral commerce were undefined by the
act. Mr, Madison, by his agent Mr. Gallatin, has
incautiously admitted this uncertainty.—It is not de.
nied that Mr, Madidon, in the execution of this power,
was the sole judge of the decrees to which it extended.
It is a little unlucky, however, when the statate was so
undefined as he now complains that Mr, Madison
should have extended it tp an old and harmless bloc.
kade of Great.Britain, alid should bave passed oves
. of Franced
But our main question still returns—did in fact Mr,
Madison believe that the act of May, 1810, extended
to the British blockade of May, 1806, so ds to have a
right to say that the renunciation or repeal of Great.

- Britain mast necessarily include that blockade 2
and if she had consented to such an humiliatien, the |

We say that he did not believe it, though he said it
in a solemn mdnner, and we prove it thas:— ,
passed dn

rance. That act provided however that, ““ in case
either of the belligerents should so repeal or medify
its edicts as that they should cease o siolate the neu.
tral comm ‘rce of the United States, the president should

 certify that fact by proclamation,” and the trade should

be open with such power, . i

It will be seen that the words dre derbafim et lites
ratim the same as in the act of May, 1810, which Mr.
Madison has declared necessarily included the blockade
of May, 1806. " Yet on the 10th of April, 1309, three.
years nearly after the blockade of May, 1806, Mr.




