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TUESDAY, OCTOBER 17, 1865.

FOREIGN OFFICE, October 10, 1SG5.

E following correspondence has passed
-•- between Mr Adams, the United States

Minister at this Court, and Earl Russell, Her
Majesty's Principal Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs :—

No. 1.

Mr Adams to Earl Russell.—(Received April 8.)

Legation of the United States, London,
MY LORD, . April 7,1865.

I HAVE the honour to transmit to you a copy
of a letter addressed to the -Secretary of State at
Washington by the Consul of the United States at
Rio Janeiro, Mr Munroe, making a report of the
depredations committed upon the commerce of the
United States by the vessel known in the port of
London as the " Sea King," but since trans-
formed into the " Shenandoah" by a process
already fully explained in a note which I had the
honour to address to your Lordship on the 18th
November last.

I regret to be obliged to add that this same
vessel has been, since the date of Mr Munroe's
letter, heard of at Melbourne, from which place
further details of similar outrages have been re-
ceived. The particulars have been communicated
to my Government, but there has not yet been
sufficient time for me to obtain its instructions in
regard to them. I cannot doubt, however, that
they will be the same in substance as those em-
braced in the last despatch.

Were there any reasons to believe that the
operations carried on in the ports of Her Majesty's
Kingdom and its dependencies to maintain and
extend this systematic depredation upon the com-
merce of a friendly people had been materially
relaxed or prevented, I should not be under the
painful necessity of announcing to your Lordship
the fact that my Government cannot avoid en-
tailing upon the Government of Great Britain
the responsibility for this damage. It is impos-
sible to be insensible to the injury that may yet
be impending from the part which the British
steamer " City of Richmond" has had in being
suffered to transport with impunity from tbe port
of London men and supplies, to place them on

board of the French-built steam-ram " Olinthe,"
alias "Stoerkodder," alias "Stonewall," which
has through a continually fraudulent process
succeeded in deluding several Governments of
Europe, and in escaping from this hemisphere on
its errand of mischief in the other.

I am by no means insensible to the efforts
which have already been made, and are yet.
making, by Her Majesty's Government to put a
stop to such outrages in this kingdom and its
dependencies. Neither can I permit myself to
doubt the favourable disposition of her Ministers
to maintain amicable relations with the Govern-
ment which I represent.

Whilst perfectly ready to bear testimony to
the promptness with which all the numerous
remonstrances and representations which it has
been my painful duty heretofore to submit have
been met and attended to by your Lordship, it is,
at the same time impossible for me to dispute the
fact that the hostile policy which it is the object
of all this labour to prevent has not only not been
checked, but is even now going into execution
with more and more complete success.

That^poliey, I trust I need not point out to
your Lordship, is substantially the destruction of
the whole mercantile navigation belonging to the
people of the United States. The nature of the
process by which this is coming about may readily
be appreciated by a brief examination of the
Returns of the registered tonnage of Her Majesty's
Kingdom for the last six years. I have the
honour to append to this note a tabular statement
of the number of merchant ships built, and of the.
tonnage owned in the United States, which have
been transferred to British owners in the succes-
sive years beginning with 1858, and ending in
1864, so far as the materials at hand from the
official reports of the two Governments can supply
the information.

I trust that it will be needless for me to do more
than to point out to your Lordship the inference
deducible from this statement, to wit:—That the
United States' commerce is rapidly vanishing
from the face of the ocean, and that that of Grea^
Britain is multiplying in nearly the
Furthermore, it is my painful duty to
this process is going on by reason of the
British subjects in co-operation with
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of the insurgents, who have supplied from the
ports of Her Majesty's Kingdom all the materials,
such as vessels, armament, supplies, and men,
indispensable to the effective prosecution of this
result on the ocean. So far as I am aware, not a
single vessel has been engaged in these depreda-
tions excepting such as have been so furnished.
Unless, indeed, I might except one or two pas-
senger steamers belonging to persons in New
York, forcibly taken possession of whilst at
Charleston in the beginning of the war, feebly
armed and very quickly rendered useless for any
aggressive purpose. It may then, on the face of
this evidence, be fairly assumed as true that
Great Britain, as a National Power, is in point of
fact fast acquiring the entire maritime commerce
of the United States by reason of the acts of a
portion of Her Majesty's subjects engaged in
carrying on war against them on the ocean during
a time of peace between the two countries. I
deeply regret to be constrained to add that every
well-meant effort of Her Majesty's Government
to put a stop to this extraordinary state of things
down to this time has proved almost entirely
fruitless.-

I would most respectfully invite your Lordship
to produce in the history of the world a parallel
case to this of endurance of one nation of injury
done to it by another, without bringing on the
gravest of complications. That in this case no
such event has followed, has been owing, in the
main, to a full conviction that Her Majesty's
Government has never been animated by any
aggressive disposition towards the United States;
but, on the contrary, that it has steadily endea-
voured to discountenance, and, in a measure,
to check the injurious and malevolent operations
of many of her subjects. But whilst anxious to
do full justice to the amicable intentions of Her
Majesty's Ministers, and on that account to forbear
from recourse to any but the most friendly and
earnest .appeals to reason and to their sense of
justice for the rectification of these wrongs, it is
impossible to resist the conviction that heretofore
their measures, however well intended, have never
proved effective to remedy the evils complained
of. Prompt to acquit them of any design, I am
reluctantly compelled to acknowledge the belief
that practically this evil had its origin in the first
step taken, which never can be regarded'by my
Government in any other light than as precipitate,
of acknowledging persons as a belligerent Power
on the ocean before they had a single vessel of
their own to show floating upon it. The result
of that proceeding has been that the Power in
question, so far as it can be entitled to the name
of a belligerent on the ocean at all, was actually
created in consequence of the recognition, arid not
before; and all that it has subsequently attained
of such a position has been through the labour of
the subjects of the very country which gave it the
shelter of that title in advance. Neither is the
whole case stated even now: The results equally
show that the ability to continue these operations
with success during the whole term of four years
that the war has continued, has been exclusively
owing to the opportunity to make use of this
granted right of a belligerent in the Courts and
the ports and harbours of the very power that
furnished the elements of its existence in the
outset. In other words, the Kingdom of Great
Britain cannot but be regarded by the Govern-
ment I have the honour to represent as not only
having given birth to this naval belligerent, but
also as having nursed and maintained it to the
present hour.

In view of all thsee circumstances I am in-
structed, whilst insisting on the protest heretofore
solemnly entered against that proceeding, further
respectfully to represent to your Lordship that, in
the opinion of my Government, the grounds on
which Her Majesty's Government have rested
their defence against the responsibility incurred,
in the manner hereinbefore stated, for the evils

! that have followed, however strong they might
' have heretofore been considered, have now failed
by a practical reduction of all the ports heretofore
temporarily held by the insurgents. Hence the
President looks with confidence to Her Majesty's
Government for an early and an effectual removal
of all existing causes of complaint on this score
whereby the Foreign commerce of the United
States may be again placed in a situation to enjoy
the rights to which it is entitled on the ocean in
peace and safety, free from annoyance from the
injurious acts of any of Her Majesty's subjects,
perpetrated under the semblance of belligerent
rights.

I am further instructed to invite the attention
of your Lordship to another subject in this imme-
diate connection. From the beginning of this war
the armed vessels of Her Majesty have continued
to enjoy full and free pratique in the waters of
the United States. They have been welcomed in
just the same friendly manner as has been here-
tofore customary when there was no exclusion of
the same class of ships of the United States from
the waters of Great Britain. It is the opinion of
the President that the time has come when it may
be asked, not only with strict right, but also with
entire comity, when the reciprocity in these hospi-
talities is to be restored. It is the expectation
that the naval force of the United States in Euro-
pean waters will be augmented on or about the
beginning of next month, when this question may
become one of some interest, I am therefore
directed to solicit information from your Lordship
as to the reception which those vessels may
expect in the ports of this kingdom.

I pray, &c.r
(Signed) " CHAELES FRANCIS ADAMS.

Inclosure 1 in No. 1.

Mr Munroe to Mr Seward.
Constuate of tho United States, Rio de

SIR, Janeiro, November 29, 1864.
I AM pained to be compelled to report to the

Department that a new piratical steamer called
the " Shenandoah," commanded by James W.
Waddell, is engaged in destroying our merchant
vessels near the Equator, on the highway of com-
munication between the United States and the
ports of South America. The facts presented
below were obtained in part from protests
recorded at this office by the masters of the
" Alina" and the " D. Godfrey," and in part from
statements published in the Brazilian newspapers,
and believed to be reliable.

The barque "Alina," Staples master, of 573
tons burden, sailed from Newport, England, on
the 6th October, with a cargo of railroad iron,,
bound for Buenos Ayres. Having reached lati-
tude 16° 40' north and longitude 26° 45' west, she
was captured and sunk on the 29th October by the
"Shenandoah." The schooner "Charter Oak,"
from Boston, bound for San Francisco, was cap-
tured and destroyed by the same pirate on the 5th
of November in latitude 7° north, longitude
27° 3' west.
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On the 7th November the barque " D. Godfrey,"
Hallett master, from Boston, of 300 tons burden,
bound for Valparaiso with general cargo, was
captured and burnt by the " Shenandoahj" in
latitude 6° 25' north and longitude 27° 15' west.
On the 10th of November, in latitude 4° 30' north
and longitude 2G° 40' west, the brig " Susan," of
New York, bound from Cardiff to Rio Grande,
was also destroyed by the same steamer.

• On the 12th November the "Shenandoah"
captured the ship -"Kate Prince," of 995 tons
burden, Libbey master. The "Kate Prince"
belongs in Portsmouth, New Hampshire, and was
on her passage from Cardiff to Baliia with a cargo
of coal. She was captured in latitude 2° 30' north
and longitude 28° 30' west, and having been com-
pelled to give bonds in the sum of 40,000 dollars,
was allowed to continue her voyage. These five
vessels were all American. The officers and
crews were at iirst transferred to the " Shenan-
doah;" afterwards, as opportunity-offered, a part
were sent to Bahia on the " Kate Prince," a part
to this port on the Danish brig "Anna Jans,"
from New York, and the rest, so far as heard
from, had been retained on the " Shenandoah ;" of
these last, some by threats and promises had been
induced to engage in the piratical service.

In another instance a vessel not under our flag
narrowly escaped destruction. The Argentine
barque " Adelaide," Williams master, bound from
Baltimore tu this city, was boarded by officers of
the "Shenandoah" on the 12th November in lati-
tude 1° 46' and longitude 29° west. The
"Adelaide" was consigned to Pliipps, Brothers,
& Co., of this city. It was at first decided to
burn her, and straw and tar had been brought for this
object; this purpose however was finally aban-
doned, and the pirates after having opened letters,
destroyed furniture, and committed other outrages,
retired on board the " Shcnandoah," carrying a
part of the provisions of the barque with them.
Captain Williams states that the commander of the

" Shenandoah " declared he would hereafter burn
all cargoes belonging to American owners, by
whatever flag they may be covered.

The following statement in. regard to the
" Shenandoah " is made by ship-masters who have
been prisoners on board of her :—

"The 'Shenandoah1 is a steamship of 1,100
tons burden and 250 horse power. She carries a
battery of four fi8-pounders and two 12-pounders,
all smooth-bore, and two 32-pounders, rifled.

" She was formerly called the ' Sea King,' and
belonged to the Steam Company trading between
London and Bombay and Calcutta. She was
built by Stevens and Sons of Glasgow, in 1863,
and makes eleven miles an hour. She has forty-
three men, nearly all English, besides the officers.
She cleared from London for Bombay in Septem-
ber of this year."

On the 27th instant the "Anna Jans " brought
into this port the following officers and seamen of
the " Alina" and " D. Godfrey," who, being in a
very destitute condition, applied to the Consulate
for assistance:—

From the "Alina."—Everett Staples, master;
J. F. Peterson, first officer; H. M. Staples, second
officer; G. A. Stinson, seaman.

From the " D. Godfrey."—Samuel W. Hallett,
master; R. L. Taylor, first officer; Chas. F.
Brown, second officer; Joseph James, seaman.

I offered assistance to the officers simply as
seamen, in accordance with section 211 of my
instructions.

As this despatch will be retained until the
sailing of the English packet on the 9th of
December, it will be supplemented by any further
information which .1 may obtain in regard to the
movements of the " Shenandoah."

I have, &c.
(Signed) JAMES HONROE.

P.S., December 8.—I have no further informa-
tion in regard to the " Shenandoah." J. M.

Inclosure 2 in No. I.

STATEMENT of American Vessels sold to British Subjects, from 1858 to 1864, inclusive.

Year.

Before the War.
1858
1859
1860

During the Ww.
1861
1862
1863
1864

UNITED STATES' OFFICIAL
REPORT.

Number of
Vessels.

33
49
41

123

126
135
348
106

715

Tonnage.

12,684 '
21,308
13,683

47,675

71,673
64,57S

252,379-
92,052

480,682

BRITISH OFFICIAL
REPORT.

Number of
Vessels.

Not given.

...

Not given.

608-

608

Tonnage.

11,716

11,7-16

66,757
59,103

328,665

454,525
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No. 2.

Earl Russell to Mr .Adams.
Sm, Foreign Office, May 4, 1865.

I HAVE had the honour to receive your note of
the 7th April, forwarding a copy of a letter
addressed by the Consul of the United States at
liio Janeiro to his Government upon the pro-
ceedings of a vessel called the " Sea King," or
" Sheriandoah," which vessel you state has since
been -heard of ait Melbourne, whence details have
been received of outrages committed by her on
the commerce of the United States. You then

(proceed to say, " Were there any reasons to believe
•that the operations carried on in the ports of Her
Majesty's Kingdom and its dependencies to main-
tain and extend this systematic depredation upon
the commerce of a friendly people had been mate-
rially relaxed or prevented," you would not to
:have had to announce to me " the fact that your •
•Government cannot avoid entailing upon the
Government of Great Britain the responsibility
for tlu's damage."

A British steamer, the " City of Richmond," is
'next alluded to as having been allowed to take
supplies from the port of London, and to place
them on board a French-built steam-ram, known
•as the " Stonewall," and you found, upon the cir-
cumstances to which you have thus alluded, a
cliarge against Great Britain, of not only not
•checking improper depredations on United States'
commerce, but of aiming at the destruction of the
whole mercantile navigation belonging to the
•people of the United States; and while giving
•Credit to Her Majesty's Government for endea-
'•vouring to check illicit proceedings of British
subjects, you allege that the measures adopted in
this respect by Her Majesty's Government have
never .proved effective, and that the evil of which
you complain has its origin in the • fact that Her
•Majesty's Government recognized the .persons in
arms against the United States as belligerents,
and thereby improperly gave them a status which
has led to a long continuance of hostilities; but
as the ports held by them have fallen into the
power of the United States, the President looked
with confidence to a removal by Her Majesty's.
Government of this ground of complaint.

You conclude by expressing a hope that the
ships of war of the United States will be welcomed
in British waters in the same friendly manner as
has been heretofore customary.

Allow me to observe, in the first place, that I
can never admit that the duties of Great Britain
towards the 'United States are to be measured by
the losses which the trade and commerce of the
United States-may-have sustained. The question
is not what losses the United States have sustained
by the war, but whether in difficult and extraor-
dinary circumstances the G6vernmeut -of Her
Majesty "have performed faithfully and honestly
the duties which international .law and their .own
municipal law imposed upon them.

Let me remind you that when the civil war in
America broke out -so -suddenly, -so violently, and
so extensively, that event, in the preparation of
which Great Britain had no share, caused nothing
but detriment and injury to Her Majesty's subjects.
Great Britain had previously carried on a large
commerc'e with the Southern States of the Union,
and had procured there the staple which furnished
materials for the industry of millions of her people.

Had there been no war, the existing Treaties with
the United States would have secured the con-
tinuance of a commerce mutually advantageous and
desirable. But what was the first act of the Pre-
sident of the United States ? He proclaimed on

the 19th of April 1861, the blockade of the ports
of Seven States of the Union. But he could law-
fully interrupt the trade of neutrals with the
Southern States upon one ground only, namely,
that the Southern States were carrying 011 war
against the Government of the United States;
in other words, that they were belligerents.

Pier Majesty's Government, on hearing of these
events, had only two courses to pursue, namely,
that of acknowledging the blockade, and pro-
claiming the neutrality of Her Majesty, or that of
refusing to acknoAvledge the blockade, and insisting
upon the rights of Her Majesty's subjects to trade
with the ports of the South.

Her Majesty's Government pursued the former
course as at once the most just and the most
friendly to the United States.

It is obvious, indeed, that the course of treating
the vessels of the Southern States as piratical
vessels, and their creAvs as pirates, would have
been to renounce the character of neutrals, and to
take part in the war. Nay, it would have been
doing'more than the United States themselves,
who have never treated the prisoners they have
made, either by land or sea, as rebels and pirates,
but as prisoners of war, to be detained until
regularly exchanged.

So much as to the step which you say your
Government can never regard " as otherwise than
precipitate " of acknowledging the Southern States
as belligerents.

It was, on the contrary, your own Government
which, in assuming the belligerent right of blockade,
recognized the Southern States as belligerents.
Had they not been belligerents, the armed ships of
the United States wndd have had no right to stop
-a single British ship upon the high seas.

The next complaint (often repeated, I must
admit), is, that vessels built in British ports, and
afterwards equipped with an armament sent from
the British coast, have injured, and, according to
your account, almost destroyed the .mercantile
marine of the United States.

Now, the only question that can be put on this
subject is, whether Great Britain has performed
faithfully the duties incumbent up-m her. I must
here ask you to recollect that our Foreign Enlist-
ment Act, as Avell as your Foreign Enlistment
Act, requires proof that the vessel has been or is
about to be equipped or armed within our domi-
nions for the purpose of assisting a State or a
body of mei) making war on a State in amity with
Tier Majesty. In the case of the "Alabama,"
which is always referred to as affording the
strongest ground of complaint against Her Majesty's
Government, the papers affording evidence of a
design to equip the ship .for tho.confederate service
wore furnished to me by you on the 22d, and more
completely on the 24th of-July 18f>2. They were
reported upon by the Law Officers on the 20th of
.that month. But on that very morning, the
" Alabama " was taken to sea on the false pretence
of a trial trip.

I contend that in that case, as in all others, Her
Majesty's-Government faithfully performed their
obligations as neutrals. It-must be recollected that
the Foreign Enlistment Act though passed in the
year 101'J, had never been actually put in force,
and that it is still doubtful whether the evidence
furnished by you on the 22d and 24th of July,
though it was deemed a sufficient ground for de-
taining the " Alabama," would have been found
sufficient to procure a conviction from a jury, or
even a charge in favour of condemnation of the
vessel from â judge. Again, I repeat, the whole
question resolves itself into this, whether the British
Government faithfully and conscientiously per-
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formed their duties as neutrals, or whether they,
from any motives whatever, were guilty of a grave^
neglect of those duties.

Upon this point it might be sufficient for me to
ppeal to the unprejudiced judgment formed and
xpressed at the time by Mr Seward, after every

material fact had been communicated to him by
your despatches of the 25th and 31st July and
the 1st of August 1862.'" Writing to yourself
on the 13th day of August 18G3, he expressed the
President's approval of the action which you had
taken with respect to the " Oreto" and the
" Alabama " (then called " No. 290 "); and added,
•" You will, on proper occasion, make known to
Earl Russell the satisfaction which the President
.has derived from the just and friendly proceed-
ings and language of the British Government in .
regard to these subjects."

In maintaining this view of our duties, I have :
.the satisfaction of thinking that Her Majesty's |
•Government are supported by some of the highest
.authorities of the United States. In 1815 a cor-
respondence began between the Ministers repre-
senting Spain and Portugal and the United States
•Government respecting the practice of fitting out
•privateers in the ports of the United States, and
putting them under a foreign flag, and cruizing
•against Spanish commerce. In January 1817,
Sefior Onis, Spanish Minister at Washington, says :

'" It is notorious that although the speculative
system of fitting out privateers and putting them
under a foreign flag, one disavowed by all nations,
for the purpose of destroying the Spanish com-
merce, has been more or less pursued in all the
'.ports of the Union, it is more especially to those
-of 'New Orleans and Baltimore, where the greatest
vviolations of the .respect due to a friendly nation,
•and, if I .may say so, of that due to themselves,
'have been .committed •; whole squadrons of pirates
•having been out from thence in violation of the
•solemn Treaty existing between the two nations,
•and bringing back to them the fruits of their
^piracies, without being yet checked in these
^courses, either .by the reclamations I have made,
•it-hose of His Majesty's Consuls, or the decisive
and judicious .orders issued by the President for

"ithat purpose."
It does not appear that any .-compensation -was

*ever made for any of these seizures.
But the remonstrances of Portugal are =still

:more applicable.
On the 8th of March 18:13 Senhor T.'Correa

de 'Serra '.brought to the knowledge of the United
•States' Government .the case of 'three Portuguese
•ships -which had been captured by privateers fitted
.out in the United States, manned by American
crews, and commanded ;by American captains,
though under insurgent colours, and he demanded
satisfaction and indemnification for the injury
twhich had been done to Portuguese subjects, as
well as :to the insult which had been offered to the
.'Portuguese flag. To this letter the. American
.Secretary-of State, after .reciting the complaint of
the Portuguese Minister, replies as follows :—

" The Government of the United States having
used all the means in its power to prevent the
fitting.out and arming of vessels in'their ports to
cruise-against any nation-with whom they are at
.peace,.and having faithfully.carried into execution
the laws.enacted to preserve inviolate the neutral
and pacific obligations of this Union, cannot con-
sider itself bound to indemnify individual foreign-
ers'for .losses by .capture over which the .United

* Papers presented 'to iCongress, December 1862. -Nos.
196, 199, 201, and 323.

States have neither control nor jurisdiction. For
such events no nation can in principle, nor does
in practice, hold itself responsible." The Secretary
of State who signed this Despatch bore a name
most honourably known in the annals of the
United States,—the name of Adams.

The remaining events to be noticed in the his-
tory of the answer given by the United States to
the complaints of Portugal during the wars of
South America, and by Great Britain to the United
States in the present war, may be recorded with-
out any fear of comparison on the part, of -the Go-
vernment of Her Majesty.

On the 20th April 1818 the amended Act,
known as the " American Foreign Enlistment
Act," was passed.

On the 21th of November of that year the
Portuguese Minister being asked by Mr Adams
to " furnish a list of the names of the persons ,
chargeable with a violation of the laws of the
United States, in fitting out and arming a vessel
within the United States for tho purpose of
cruizing against the subjects of Ms Sovereign,
and of the witnesses by whose .testimony the
charge could be substantiated," replied to the
following effect:—

He had found with sorrow multiplied proofs
that many of the armed ships which had com-
mitted depredations on the property of Portuguese
subjects were owned by citizens of the United
States, had been fitted in ports of the Union, and
had entered in several ports of the Union captured
ships and cargoes by unlawful means. Many of
these citizens of the United States had the mis-
fortune of believing that they did a meritorious
action in supporting foreign insurrections, and
offered great difficulties in the way of every pro-
secution instituted by a foreign minister. Prose-
cutions were ordered by the Government of the
United States, but did not appear to have had
much effect in checking the depredations com-
plained of.

In March 1819 the Portuguese Minister alleges
that, in contrast to the Spanish insurgents who
had ports and a long "line of coast at their disposal,
Artigas, the Chief whose flag was borne by United
States' privateers, was wandering with his follow-
ers in the inland mountains of Corrientes. The
" Artigan 'flag," he continues, " which has not .a
foot'length of sea-shore in South America where
it can show itself, is freely and -frequently waving
in the port of Baltimore : Artigan cockades were
frequently met. with in -that city in the hats of
American citizens .unworthy of .that name."

In another note dated the 23d of November
1819, the Portuguese Minister says, "I do justice
to, and am grateful for the proceedings of the
Executive in order to put a stop to these depreda-
tions, but the evil is rather increasing. I can
present to you, if required, a list of fifty Portu-
guese ships almost all richly laden, some of them
East Indiamen, which have been taken by these
people during the period of full peace. This is
not the whole loss -we have sustained, this list
comprehending only those captures of which I
have received official complaints. The victims
have been many more, besides -violations of terri-
tory by landing and plundering ashore .with shock-
ing circumstances.

" One city alone on this coast," he says, " .has
armed twenty ships which prey on our vitals, and
a week ago three armed ships of this nature were
in that port .waiting for u favourable occasion of
sailing for a cruize.

In July 1820 the Portuguese Minister pro-
posed that the United States should appoint Com-
missioners to confer "and agree with Commis-
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sioners of the Queen of Portugal in what reason
and justice might demand.

But Mr Adams again says that for wrongs com-
mitted in the United States' territory Portuguese
subjects have a remedy in the Courts of Justice,
but " for any acts of the citizens of the United
States committed out of their jurisdiction and
beyond their control, the Government of the
United States is not responsible."

To this most just principle, which was again
referred to by Mr Secretary Clayton, and main-
tained against the Government of Portugal to this
hour, the United States must be held still to
adhere. No matter how many7 rich Portuguese
ships were taken; no matter even what flag was
borne by the vessels which took them, for these
acts of the citizens of the United States acting as
the captains, officers, and crews of those cruizers,
the United States' Government declared itself not
responsible. Nor was that Government induced
to depart from that ground by the urgent repre-
sentations of the Portuguese Minister in his letter
to Mr Webster of the 7th of November 1850,
that " by due diligence on the part of the Govern-
ment and the officers of the United States the
evil might have.been prevented." and that " the
fitting out of these vessels was not checked by all
the means in the power of the Govcrnmont, but
that there was a neglect of the necessary means of
suppressing these expeditions." With regard to
Spain the case was somewhat different, as the
United States had many outstanding claims against
the Government of Spain; and, on the other
hand, the claims of Spain were rested upon the
interpretation placed by her on her Treaty with
the United States. The claims of the United
States were used as a set off against the claims of
Spain, on account of the depredations committed
by the United States' cruizers commanded by
United States' captains,' and in respect of other
matters ; and both orders of claims were renounced
and abandoned by a Treaty between Spain and
the United States, concluded on the 22d of Feb-
ruary 1819.

Before I refer to the conduct of Great Britain
during the present civil war, I must for a moment
allude to an address of President Monroe in regard
to the South American insurrection :-—" The revo-
lutionary movement in the Spanish provinces in
this hemisphere attracted the attention and ex-
cited the sympathy .of our fellow-citizens from its
commencement." Such is the statement of Presi-
dent Monroe in his special Message of the 8th of
March 1822. It must be acknowledged that in
tliis country the gallantry of the people of the
Southern States, in their endeavours to give those
States an independent position in the world, ex-
cited a large amount of sympathy. It must be
acknowledged also that the desire of large profits
from the sale of cargoes induced many of the
Queen's subjects .to engage in blockade running.
But, on the other hand, it must be said that no
British subject appears to have commanded a
Confederate cruizer, while United States' citizens
seem frequently to have acted as captains of the
privateers which, under the flag of Buenos Ayres,
or some other South American State, committed
depredations on Spanish and Portuguese com-
merce. Nor was the vigilance of Her Majesty's
Government at fault when, as in the case of the
steam-rams built at Birkenhead for a Confederate
agent, they were fully convinced that vessels of
war were being constructed for purposes hostile
to the United States. Indeed, so decided and so
effective was the action of the Government in
detaining the vessels called the " El Tousson " and
^ El Moiiassir," that it appears by the published

Parliamentary Reports that a Member of Parlia-
ment charged the Government with having done,
and with having done on their own confession,
what was illegal and unconstitutional, without
law, without justification, and without excuse.
Unfounded as that charge was, yet, coming as it
appears from high authority, it is obvious that
nothing but the intimate conviction that those
vessels were intended for Confederate vessels of
war, that unless detained they would attempt to
break the blockade of tho United States' squadrons,
and that such an act might havo produced the
gravest complications, could havo sustained the
Government under the weight <»f charges thus
urged.

Let us compare this case, in which Her Majesty's
Government detained and seized the ships, with
that of the " Shenanduah," to which you refer, in
which they ilid not interfere.

The " Sheuand^ah" was formerly the " Sea
King," a merchant or passage steam-sliip, belong-
ing to a mercantile company. She was sold to a
merchant, and soon afterwards cleared for China
as a merchant ship; not a tittle of evidence was
ever brought before Her Majesty's Government
by you or any ouo olso to show that she was
intended for the service of the Confederates. Had
it been alleged evun that her docks were stronger
than usual, apparently for the purpose of carrying
guns, it might havo been plausibly answered that
the China seas a] founded with pirates, and that
guns were necessary in order to drive them off.

But it is said that guns and men were sent to
meet a Confederate vessel at sea. So far as guns
are concerned, this is not an offenco against our
laws ; nor am I aware of any authority of inter-
national law according to which the British
Government could be bound to prevent it. So far
as men are concerned, they could not be interfered
with, without evidence of an intention or engage-
ment to serve as Confederate seamen, and no such
evidence was ever offered to Her Majesty's
Government. What if these guns and men were
sent in a vessel which cleared for Bombay1?
Would it have been right for Her Majesty's
Government, without evidence, to seize such a
vessel 1 Would not proceedings thus unauthorised
by law or by any legal grounds of suspicion have
been loudly and universally condemned? It is
true that arms were sent out to the " Olinde," a
French vessel, and that the " Sea King," having
changed its character at sea, appeared afterwards
as a Confederate ship of war. But in the words
of Mr Adams in 1818, " For such events no
nation can in principle, nor does in practice, hold
itself responsible." With regard to the export of
arms sent by individuals in this country to vessels
on the high seas, it must not be forgotten that the
Government and Court of the United States have
always upheld the legality of this traffic. On the
subject of certain memorials of British subjects
sent to the Secretary of State of the United States
during the Revolutionary war, Mr Jefferson says,
" We have answered that our citizens have always
been free to make, send, or export arms; that it
is the constant occupation and livelihood of some
of them. To suppress their callings, the only
means perhaps of their subsistence, because a war
exists in foreign and distant countries, with which
we have no concern, would hardly be expected.
It would be hard in principle, and impossible in
practice.

This, be it recollected, was not the opinion of
Mr Jefferson alone; he wrote by the direction of
General, then President Washington.

With respect to the alleged destruction of the
mercantile navigation of the United States, it
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must be noted that it has boon common to transfer
American merchant ships, Avithout change of cargo
or of crew, nominally to British OAvners in order to
avoid the.higher rates of insurance payable during
Avar. With peace the mercantile marine of the
United States Avill, I have no doubt, be at least as
numerous as before.

I am happy to see that you declare yourself by
no means insensible to the efforts which Her
Majesty's Government have made, and are still
making, to put a stop to such outrages on this
kingdom and its dependencies, and that you
cannot permit yourself to doubt the favourable
disposition of the Queen's Ministers to maintain
amicable relations Avith the Government of the
United States; nay, further, you state that the
avoidance of the gravest of complications " has
been owing in the main to a full conviction that
Her Majesty's Government has never been
animated by any aggressive disposition toAvards
the United States, but, on the contrary, that it
has steadily endeavoured to discountenance, and
in a measure to check, the injurious and male-
volent operations of many of her subjects." The
question then really comes to this:—Is Her
Majesty's Government to assume or be liable to a
responsibility for conduct Avhich Her Majesty's
Government did all in their poAver to prevent and
to punish'? A responsibility Avhich Mr Adams
on the part of the United States' Government in
the case of Portugal positiA7ely, firmly, and justly
declined.

Have you considered to Avhat this responsibility
Avould amount ]

Great Britain would become thereby ansAver-
able for every ship that may have left a British
port and have been found afterwards used by the
Confederates as a ship of Avar; nay more, for
every cannon and every musket used by the Con-
federates on board any ship of Avar if manufac-
tured in a British Avorkshop.

1 noAv come to that part of your letter which
relates to the future.

The late successes of the United States' armies
give us every reason to hope for a speedy termina-
tion of the war. In such case the restrictions
which have been imposed upon the A7essels of the
United States as belligerents Avill of course cease.
In such case also it is to be presumed the cruizers
and privateers of the Confederates Avill be at once
sold and converted into merchant-vessels. But
the present state of affairs does not alloAV me to

- speak with certainty upon this point.
The questions remain hoAveA'er, first, whether

the United States' A'essels of Avar Avill be HOAV
alloAved to come into the harbours of Her Majesty's
dominions without other restrictions than those
usual in tijiies of peace; and another question
closely connected Avith it, namely, whether the
Confederates are still to be treated as belli-
gerents;

My answers are the folloAving:—
In regard to the first question, Her Majesty's

Government are quite willing that vessels of war
of the United States shall be treated in the ports
of Her Majesty in the same manner as Her
Majesty's vessels of Avar are treated in the ports
of the United States, with this single exception,
that if an enemy's vessel of war should come into
the same port, the vessel which shall first leave
the port shall not be pursued by its enemy till
twenty-four hours shall have elapsed.

Before answering the second question, I Avish
to knoAV whether the United States are prepared
to put an end to the belligerent rights of search
and capture of British vessels on the high seas 1

I Upon the answer to this question depends the
I course which Her Majesty's Government Avill
pursue.

All that I can do further is to assure you that
Her Majesty's Government, Avho have lamented

! so sincerely the continuance of this painful and
', destructive contest, Avill hail with the utmost
1 pleasure its termination, and Avill vieAv Avith joy
i the restoration of peace and prosperity in a
country Avhose Avell-being and happiness must
always be a source of satisfaction to the Sove-
reign and the people of these realms.

I am, &c.,
(Signed) RUSSELL.

i No. 3.

, Mr Adams to Earl Russell.—(Received May 21.)

i Legation of the United States, London,
| MY LOUD, May 20, 18G5.
I I HAVE had the honour to receive your note of
• the 4th instant, in reply to mine of' the 7th of
; last month. I luwe already taken the earliest
j opportunity to transmit a copy to -my Govern -
j ment. If it should not so happen that the course
; of events dispose of the matter beforehand, I
j shall probably receive instructions Avhich Avill
i enable me to giArc the information which your
; Lordship appears to desire.
! Pending the receipt of these, howeATer, I must
J ask pardon for observing that in the notice Avhich
j you have been pleased to take of the arguments
j submitted in my note, yon have so far extended
I the field of discussion as to make it my duty to
j proceed in it still farther.
j And here I Avould beg leave to remark that if I
am ,to judge of the general statement made of my
position by the abstract of it presented to me by
your Lordship, 1. must have very grievously failed
in offering the logical sequence of my propositions
as distinctly as 1 had desired to do. This Avill
render necessary another effort to place them be-
fore you in the folloAving brief recapitulation:—

It Avas my Avish to maintain—
1. That the act of recognition by Her Majesty's

Government of insurgents as belligerents on the
high seas before they had a single \Tessel afloat,
Avas precipitate and unprecedented.

2. That it had the effect of creating these
parties belligerents after the recognition, instead
of merely acknoAvledging an existing fact.

3. That this creation has been since effected
exclusiArely from the ports of Her Majesty's king-
dom and its dependencies, with the aid and co-
operation of Pier Majesty's subjects.

4. That during the whole course of the struggle
in America, of nearly four years in duration, there
has been no appearance of the insurgents as a
belligerent on the ocean, excepting in the shape
of British vessels, constructed, equipped, supplied,
manned, and armed in British ports.

5. That during the same period it has been the
constant and persistent endeavour of my Govern-
ment to remonstrate in every possible form against
this abuse of the neutrality of this kingdom, and
to call upon Her Majesty's Government to exer-
cise the necessary power to put an effective stop
to it.

6. That, although the desire of Her Majesty's
Ministers to exert themselves in the suppression
of these abuses is freely acknoAvledged, the efforts,
which they made proved in a great degree poAver-
less, from the inefficiency of the laAv on which
they relied, and from their absolute refusal, when.
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solicited, to procure additional powers to attain j,
the object. f

7. That by reason of the failure to check this
flagrant abuse of neutrality the issue from British
ports of a number of British vessels, with the aid
of the recognition of their belligerent character in
all the ports of Her Majesty's dependencies around
the globe, has resulted in the burning and destroy-
ing on the ocean a large number of merchant-
vessels and a very large amount of property be-
longing to the people ~of tbe United States.

8. That, in addition to this direct injury, the
action of these British-built, manned, and armed
vessels has had the indirect effect of driving from
the sea a large portion of the commercial marine
of the United States, and to a corresponding
extent enlarging that of Great Britain, thus
enabling one portion of the British people to^
derive an unjust advantage from the wrong com-
mitted on a friendly nation by another portion.

9. That the injuries thus received by a country
which has meanwhile sedulously endeavoured to
perform all its obligations, owing to the imper-
fection of the legal means at hand to prevent
them, as well as the unwillingness to seek for
more stringent powers, are of so grave a nature as
in reason and justice to constitute a valid claim
for reparation vand indemnification.

In making this recapitulation it is no part of
my design to go over any of the reasoning which
has already been exhausted in the correspondence
which I have had the honour heretofore to hold
with your Lordship. .1 shall endeavour to confine
myself to such points as may have been raised by
the new matter embodied in the note to which 1
now have the honour to reply.

With regard to my. first proposition, I have
ventured to affirm that the recognition of the in-
sur-gents as belligerents on the 13th of May was
precipitate and unprecedented. That it was pre-
cipitate is clear from the fact that not a single
vessel entitled to the character was at the moment
afloat on the ocean, and that even on the land the
war itself had barely commenced in the bloodless
capture of Fort Sumter. That it was unprece-
dented I must infer that your Lordship does not
design to dispute, since it appears that you have
not availed yourself of my invitation to furnish me
with any examples.

Nevertheless I have endeavoured, so far as I
was able myself, to investigate the matter, in order
that I might be fully satisfied in regard to the
solidity of the reasons which your Lordship has
done me the favour to offer for so suddenly taking
this step. I have found in history an abundance
of instances of insurrection, either temporarily or
ultimately successful; in most.of them there was
much more of necessity pressing upon neutral
Powers for deciding the points to which your
Lordship has referred in your note; but I have
failed to discover a single occasion upon which any
of the Powers made a decision in anticipation of a
case of immediate necessity presenting itself to
their attention.

In this connection I may, perhaps, be pardoned
for reminding your Lordship of the circumstances
connected with the breaking out of the revolution
in the British Colonies in America. It could not,
then, be said that cruizers and merchant-vessels
did not at once swarm on the ocean. Nether- was
the other contingency absent of the decision of
Her Majesty's Government to close some ports
and to blockade others. Yet I do not perceive
that France, however well inclined to do so, did
actually take a single step to declare, by Proclama-
tion, these insurgents as belligerents at any time.

The course which it did take, the same which I
find to have been usual, was to await the arrival
of an insurgent vessel in her ports. When that
event did happen, a decision was made. It was
received as belonging to a belligerent. The same
course was likewise taken in Holland. But I must
beg leave to remind your Lordship that even this
quiet proceeding was instantly denounced by His
Majesty's Government in both cases as a wrong
demanding reparation, and was made one of
several grounds for which, in the end, Great
Britain made Avar successively against each nation.

But the immediate recognition of the insurgents
by a Proclamation was not the only unprecedented
proceeding resorted to by Her Majesty's Govern-
ment to create a status which had no actual exist-
ence. In advance of that step it now appears
that measures were taken and overtures were
made to effect a species of diplomatic negotiation
with the so-called authorities at Richmond, for the
purpose of gaining their adhesion to the four
points of the celebrated Treaty of 1856. Consi-
dering that the party applied to had not then, and
has not at any moment since ever been able to boast
of sailing a single vessel of its own construction,
equipment, and manning, this might very naturally
have been construed by it as equivalent to offering
to create for it a status in the ports of the proposing
party, applying in advance of any idea of profiting
by such a privilege. I do not intend to affirm
that Her Majesty's Government, in taking this
extraordinary step, had any design to hold forth
an invitation. On the contrary, I disclaim any
such idea. But it must be obvious to your Lord-
ship that some responsibility is often incurred for
the injurious consequences naturally flowing from
human action, even though there may not be the
presence of evil intention. From the evidence
already before the public it does not admit of a
donbt that these proceedings, taken together, did
have the effect of encouraging the insurgents to a
degree which led to the prosecution of their sub-
sequent audacious policy.

The insurgents ultimately became a belligerent
on the ocean solely by reason of the facilities fur-
nished them in Her Majesty's ports. The fact
appears to me to be indisputable. For down to
the close of the war, with the exception mentioned
in my former note, of two passenger steamers
stolen from the citizens of New York, not a single
effective vessel of theirs has been seen on the
ocean, excepting the six or seven which have been,
wholly supplied in and from this kingdom. Of
the preparation of these steamers for the purpose
indicated, I have endeavoured from time to time
to furnish your Lordship with such evidence as I
had it in my power to obtain. For a considerable
time I found myself unable to stem the combined
effect of the secret sympathy of Her Majesty's
officers of the port of Liverpool, and of your Lord-
ship's very natural incredulity based on their re-
ports, in procuring more than formal attention to
my representations. Thus it was that the gun-
boat "Oreto" got away, and soon after became the
armed privateer the " Florida." All the state-
ments I had the honour to submit proved true to
the letter, but nevertheless the facility with which
the evasion had been accomplished, furnished the
strongest encouragement to the subsequent great
extension of the field of operations.

It was at that moment that a deliberate policy
was adopted by the insurgents, under which a base
was made in this kingdom for all the extensive
warlike operations since conducted by them. The
officers were then established, and all the ramifica*
tions of a bureau regularly organized.
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The next example was that of gunboat No.
290, afterwards well known as the cruizer the
"Alabama." I refer to this case once -more only
because it has been particularly referred to by your
Lordship. I do so for the purpose of expressing
my dissent from the statement made in your note
in regard to certain important particulars. Your
Lordship is pleased to state that the papers afford-
ing evidence of a design to equip this ship, for the
Confederate sendee were furnished to you on the
22d and on the 24th of July. This is certainly
true. But your Lordship will be kind enough to
remember that my first note, giving information as
to the character of that vessel was dated on the
23d June, that is, one month preceding. On the
4th of July the Commissioners of Her Majesty's
Customs, to whom that representation was referred,
made a report admitting the fact that the vessel
was certainly built for a ship of war, but affirming
that the evidence presented of her being intended
for the so-called Confederate Government was not
sufficient to justify a detention. The concluding
sentence in their letter was in these words. I pray
permission to ask your Lordship's particular atten-
tion to them:—

" We beg to add that the officers at Liverpool
will keep a strict watch upon the vessel, and that
any further information that may be obtained con-
cerning her will be forthwith reported."

Here was a distinct pledge on the part of two
of Her Majesty's officers that " they would keep a
strict watch on this vessel," which pledge was sent
to me with your Lordship's note of the 4th of
July, requesting me to obtain such further evidence
as might tend to show the destination of the
vessel Considering.this as a distinct engagement
sanctioned by Her Majesty's Government, to keep
faithful watch over that vessel so long as it
might be necessary to obtain more evidence as
to her character, the precise date of the receipt of
that evidence becomes a question of secondary im-
portance. The true question appears to be how
that pledge was actually redeemed. This will
appear clearly enough in the sequel.

On the 9th of July the Consul made a statement
to the collector, of facts as they had become known
to him. He entered into a number of details in
respect to the persons engaged in connection with
this vessel, naming individuals with a particularity
certainly deserving of some investigation by Her
Majesty's officers at Liverpool, if they really meant
to satisfy themselves that she ought to be detained.
But it does not appear that they considered it their
duty to intimate or even to carry on any inquiry.
The Board of Customs contented themselves with
a formal reply on the 15th instant, denying that
there was sufficient primA facie evidence to justify
a seizure of the vessel

On the other hand, my Lord, I must take the
liberty to remark, after a calm re-examination of
the substance of that letter, that if there was not
prim& facie evidence enough in it to justify the
seizure, there was matter enough in it to make it
the bounden duty of Her Majesty's officers to lose
no time and omit no effort to obtain the evidence
on their own account to verify or disprove the
allegations.

They do not so appear to have read their duty.
The consequence was that more time was necessary
for me to procure the information which, as officers
of the Crown, they admit in their own letter they
ought to have procured themselves. I did obtain
evidence, though the process naturally consumed
time. That evidence was submitted on the f|ls(j
of July by the Consul at Liverpool $0, the. £)oUectpr
of that port, and by Jiiro. yefeiiecl to the Board of j
Customs. TJie. d.ej$|rate. answer, of that body: w^s.

made on the 23d of July, and it was to the effect
that it was not sufficient to justify any steps being
taken against the vessel under the law.

Thus far it appears that although Her Majesty's
officers had pledged the Government to keep faith-
ful watch over the vessel, and report any further
information they might obtain, no one of them
seems to have been disposed to pay the smallest
attention to any representations or any evidence
offered by myself or any agent of the United
States, even so far as to stimulate his own action
in any way whatever. A change now took place,
to the nature of which I beg most particularly to
call your Lordship's attention.

On the next day after this decision of the
Customs Board I had the honour of sending to
your Lordship copies of six of the very same
depositions which had been already seat to them.
Whether these would by themselves have met
with a better fate I cannot venture to pronounce.
But on the 24th I transmitted two additional
ones, to which was appended a professional opinion
by a Britisli subject, distinguished as a Queen's
Counsel, which had been given to me after a care-
ful examination of all these papers. It was to the
following effect:—

" 1. That if the Collector of Liverpool did not
detain the vessel he would incur a heavy responsi-
bility, of which the Board of Customs must take
their share.

" 2. That if the vessel was allowed to escape,
it deserved consideration whether the Federal
Government would not have serious grounds of
remonstrance."

These were ominous words. They laid the
responsibility distinctly upon the very parties who
had given the original pledge of vigilance and
attention. And yet during the very interval in
which Her Majesty's Government was deliberating
upon their purport, the vessel was permitted to
escape. Neither did this event occur without
most explicit warning of the danger having been
given by a person acting on behalf of the United
States. As early as the 23d of July, six days
before that escape, Mr Squarry, the Solicitor
employed in the case, addressed a note to the
Secretary of the Customs Board, warning them
most distinctly of the fact that the vessel was
ready for sea, had fifty men on board, and could
sail at any time. On the 26th he wrote another
letter, repeating the warning once more; yet in
spite of the promise to keep a strict watch, and in
spite of these repeated warnings, the vessel was
permitted to steam out of Liverpool just as if
no cause of suspicion of her destination had ever
been excited And, as if to crown the extra-
ordinary character of the transaction, after re-
ceiving from Mr Squarry notice on the 29th that
the vessel was actually gone, it was not until the
31st that telegrams were issued to Liverpool
ordering her detention. I must respectfully
represent to your Lordship that this proceeding,
so far from appearing to do any justice to the
demand of the United States, looks almost as if
it were intended as a positive insult.

It is true that on the same day telegrams
ordering a detention were sent to Cork; likewise,
on the 1st of August to Beaumaris and Holy head;
and on the 2d of August a letter was sent to the
Collector at Cork to the same effect. For all
practical purposes they might have been sent just
as well at this moment that I am addr
lines; t9 VQUF Lordship. It further app
instructipns were sent to the Governor
Bahamas, in c.ase. the vessel should visit

e yessgl did[ not visit that place; but
time she visited a port within Her

f*
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dominions was after she had entered upon her
career of depredation, and then, instead of being
detained, she was politely received and acknow-
ledged as the vessel of a bond fide belligerent.
. It now appears that from the day when, by the
flagrant negligence of Her Majesty's Board of
Customs, this vessel, admitted to be intended for
war purposes, was suffered to depart from the
port of Liverpool, down to the hour of her destruc-
tion by the United States' steamer " Kearsage,"
off the coast of France, she came again and again
into ports within Her Majesty's jurisdiction;
.and instead of being treated as Her Majesty's
Government directed if she should go to Nassau,
she was everywhere hailed with joy and treated
with hospitality as a legitimate cruizer.

On- behalf of my Government I respectfully
protest against the whole of this proceeding as
contrary to recognized principles of international
law. What the obligation of Her Majesty's
Government really was in this instance is so
clearly laid down by a distinguished writer,
notoriously disposed never to exaggerate the
duties nor to undervalue the privileges of neutrals,
that I will ask the liberty to lay before you his
very words:—
. " Le fait de construire un batiment de guerre

.pour le compte d'un bellige"rant, ou de I'agnier
dans les Etats neutres, est une violation du
territoire. Toutes les prises faites par un bati-
ment de cette nature sout illegitimes, en quelque
lieu qu'elles aient 6t6 faites. Le Souverain
offense a le droit de e'en emparer, m§me de force,
si elles sont amene'es dans ses ports, et d'en
r6clamer la restitution lorsqu'elles sont, comme
cela arrive en general, conduites dans les ports
hors de sa jurisdiction. II peut e"galement r6-
clamer le desarmement du b&timent ille"galement
arm.6 sur son territoire, et meme le defcenir, s'il
entre dans quelque lieu sounds a la souverainet£,
jusqu'ii ce (ju'il ait 6te disarm©"."

It is, then, with undoubting confidence in the
justice of the reasoning here presented, that I take
the liberty to re-affirm the validity of the claims
of my Government for all the damage done by
this vessel during her career, and ask reparation
therefor.

With respect to the extract from the letter of
Mr Seward to me of the 13th August 1863,
(actually written in 1862,) by a clerical "error in
your Lordship's note that for a time misled me,
which you are pleased to quote as a proof that he
was perfectly satisfied with the proceedings, I can
only remark that the very date itself sufficiently
proves that his language never could have been
intended to apply to the extent to which your
Lordship appears to suppose, for at that moment he

. had been but very partially put in possession of all
the facts connected with the case. His remark
obviously pointed only to the disposition of your
Lordship, which has never been brought into
'question. What he has thought of the whole case
since, what instructions have been given to me in
consequence, are matters too well known to your
Lordship to render farther explanation necessary.

Passing from this point to the more general
question between the two countries, 1 proceed to
the task of considering an argument of your Lord-
ship of a widely different description; this is one
drawn entirely from the authority supplied by the
previous practice of the Government which I have
the honour to represent. You cite this as an
example, to sustain the position taken by Her
Majesty's Government against the present claim.
It is .urged that, in at least two instances cited, where
similar claims were presented by the Eepresenta-
tives of Foreign Powers to the United States, they

were replied to with substantially the same reason-
ing now repeated by Her Majesty's Government.
These are the cases of Spain and Portugal, the
commerce of which countries had suffered from
depredation on the ocean committed by vessels
built,-armed, manned and equipped by citizens of
the United States and despatched from their
ports.

The first remark that I would pray permission
to submit in connection with this view of the
subject is this. That even if it were true that the
Government of the United States had, half a
century since, refused to recognize the just claims
of other Powers for damage done by reason of
their omission to prevent the abuse of their neutral
ports to the commerce of these Powers, it could
in no degree change the nature of any subsequent
omission or neglect committed by other Powers at
this day. It is a principle of morals too thoroughly
known by your Lordship to require my dwelling
upon it for a moment, that the wrong doing of one
party cannot be cited in justification of a repeti-
tion of the act by another. Surely if the United
States' Government had ventured upon declaring
what was once known as a paper blockade of the
whole Southern coast, Her Majesty's Government
would not have been content to be told that such
was the acknowledged practice of Great Britain
many years ago. Neither would it have been
satisfied if the United States had resorted to
the press-gangs in the outset of the war to fill their
ships with British subjects forced against their
will to fight their own countrymen in the " Ala-
bamas," and " Floridas," and " Shenandoahs,"
and " Tallahassees," depredating on the ocean, to.
be told, in answer to their remonstrances, that just-
such was the treatment Americans experienced at
the hands of Great Britain prior to the war of
1812.

But conclusive as this reasoning may be held to
be to annul at once all the authority that springs
from mere precedent as its source, I am by no
means disposed to resort to it in the cases cited by
your Lordship. They are very familiar to me, and
to my view are in themselves so far from furnish-
ing strength to the positions which have been taken
by your Lordship, that they bear directly the
contrary way. The parallel attempted to be
drawn is, in other words, wholly defective and
inapplicable.

In regard to the injuries inflicted by citizens of
the United States upon the commerce of Spain,
the extract which your Lordship is pleased to
quote from the Official note of the Representative
of the latter country, Don Luis de Onis, cer-
tainly does show that such were actually com-
mitted. I am not aware that the Government of
the United States ever denied the fact. The
expedition fitted out by General Miranda against
a certain portion of the coast of South America
then under Spanish rule, was unquestionably a
violation of the zieutrality of the country, which
ought to have been prevented. All these cases
constituted claims which the Spanish Government
held against the United States, very much in the
same way that the claims for damage done by the
" Alabama," &c., issued from British ports, are
now held by the United States. On the other
hand, however, it should be observed that out of
the wars of Europe there has grown up a much
larger amount of claims on behalf of the people
of the United States for injuries done to their
commerce by illegal seizure and condemnation of
their vessels in the ports of Spain. In progress of
time, the necessity became urgent on both sides to
enter into a deliberate examination of the merits
of these respective claims, and, if possible, to
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arrive at fair terms of settlement. A plan of a
treaty was. proposed, embracing all that was
regarded as fairly to be brought forward on the
two sides. It was during this process that Don
Luis de Onis, the very same person whom your
Lordship has been pleased to cite as making the
complaint, himself, on the 24th of October 1818,
presented a project of six Articles intended to
include every one of those objects.

There can be no doubt that this proposal was
intended to cover the very claim which was pre-
sented in the previous note of January 1817, an
extract from which your Lordship has done me
the honour to quote. If your Lordship should
have any inclination to draw it into question, I
shall only have to refer you to a second project
presented by the same individual on the 16th of
November 1818, in which occur these words :—

" My fourth proposal to your Government has
for its object the renunciation by both Govern-
ments and Nations of all claims for spoliations
respectively suffered by either of the two Powers
or their subjects, until the signing of the Treaty."
. And as voucher for what was meant, there is

attached to this paper a document containing three
separate lists : one, of the names of the Spanish
vessels taken; another, of the privateers fitted
out in the American ports, by which they were
taken; and a third, of the property taken in those
vessels. In other words, these constitute the very
claims for injuries complained of in the note of
M. Onis, to which your Lordship has been pleased
to refer.

To this proposition so presented by M. Onis,
the Government of the United States raised no
objection. It was therefore, so far as it went,
admitted as an item pro tanto on the side of Spain
in the settlement of the opposite questions between
the two Nations. As such, it was incorporated
into the project of a Treaty drawn up by Don Luis
de Onis for the consideration of the United States'
Government, and delivered on the 9th of February
1819. In this paper it makes a portion of the
Xth Article. The renunciation of His Majesty
was made to extend to all injuries caused by the
expedition of Miranda, fitted out and equipped at
New York, and " to all claims of subjects of His
Catholic Majesty upon the Government of the
United States, in which the interposition of His
Catholic Majesty's Government has been solicited
before the date of this Treaty, and since the date of
the Convention of 1802, or which may have been
made to the Department of Foreign Affairs of His
Majesty, or to -his Minister in the United
States."

It is not to be supposed for a moment that in
making this voluntary offer the Spanish Govern-
ment did not expect to gain for it a just equiva-
lent in settling the other and less favourable terms
of the Treaty.

This offer so made was accepted by Mr Adams
for the United States, and incorporated in his
counter project offered to Don Luis de Onis on the
13th of February 1819.
. It therefore now stands totidem verbis as a part
of the Treaty signed by the Representatives of the
two countries on the 22d of February of that year.

All the papers from which these extracts are
taken have been long before the world. I trust I
may therefore be pardoned if I express no small
astonishment that your Lordship should 'have
fallen into the error of affirming in the note which
I have had the honour to receive, that " it does
not appear that any compensation was ever made
for any of these seizures." '

I now ask leave to proceed to the consideration
of the other case referred to in your Lordship's

note, the claim of Portugal upon the United States
for similar injuries to those complained of on
behalf of Spain. I am the more disposed to
approach the subject that, unlike the other case,
it is new in the correspondence which it has been
my duty to hold with your Lordship, and that it
gives me an opportunity to correct some misappre-
hensions which appear to exist as to its true
character and bearing on the present discussion.

The extracts from various public papers of the
Government of the United' States with which your
Lordship has favoured me, sufficiently establish
the fact as stated, to wit :—

" That the revolutionary movement in South
America excited the sympathy of the people of the
United States."

Your Lordship is pleased -here to apply the
parallel so far as to admit that in this Kingdom
there was similar sympathy with " the people of
the Southern States" in what you describe as
" their endeavours to give these States an indepen-
dent position in the world." This was an unfor-
tunate illusion as to the true objects of that
struggle of which I have been aware, but which
I have never ceased to regret.

Yet I would respectfully call the attention of
your Lordship to the circumstance, in connection
with this supposed parallel, that notwithstanding
the sympathy of the people of the United States
with South Ameiica, and notwithstanding that
the insurgents did possess both open ports and
abundant facilities for cruizing on the ocean, -the
Government of the United States did not herald
their movement by a prompt declaration recog-
nizing these people as a belligerent Power as
against Spain.

So far was this from being true, that no sooner
was it known that movements were set on foot to
make a few of the ports of the United States a
base for the operations of the insurgents, aided by
citizens of the country, than orders were given to
the proper officers of the Government to apply
the whole power of the existing laws to prevent
it. In proof of this assertion, I pray permission
to submit the reports of the prosecuting attorneys
for the two districts in which the offences were
most committed. Copies of these papers will be
found appended to this note. They will show
that seven different individuals, citizens of Spanish
America, engaged in these operations against -the
neutrality of the country, were subjected to trial
for their offences in the Courts. I would here
beg leave to interpose the remark that, so far as I
know, in spite of all the evidence which I have
presented to your Lordship as to the complicity of
leading insurgents of the United States residing
in this Kingdom in the violations of neutrality
here committed, not a single prosecution has ever
been attempted by Her Majesty's Government.
They will also show that the only limit to the
effort of the Government to punish the parties
concerned was the inefficacy of the provisions of
the existing law passed in 1794. It was this
difficulty which soon forced itself upon the atten-
tion of the President.

It is here that I beg leave to take up the case
of Portugal, and to ask attention to those par-
ticular points in which the action of the United
States in this case differs most materially from
that of Her Majesty's Government, with which it
has been attempted to make a parallel.

On -the 20th of December, M. J. Correa de
Serra, the diplomatic representative of Portugal,
at Washington, addressed a note to Mr Monroe,
then the Secretary of State, presenting the par-
ticulars of a strong case of violation of the law
which had just happened in Baltimore. He pro-
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ceeded frankly to acquit the Government of any
want of disposition to punish the offence, .and to
mention the obstacle, which he designated to be
an imperfection of the Statute. Law.

I pray, your Lordship's permission to cite the
passage which explains the nature of the request
he made in consequence :—

" I apply, therefore, to this Government in the
present instance not to raise altercations or to re-
quire satisfaction, which the Constitution of the
United States has not, perhaps, enabled them to
give, because I know that the Supreme.Executive
of this nation, all powerful when supported by
law, is constitutionally inactive when unsupported
by it. What I solicit of hin^is the proposition to.
Congress of such provisions by law as will pre-
vent such attempts for the future. I am per-
suaded that . my magnanimous Sovereign will
receive a more dignified satisfaction, arid worthier.
of his high character, by the enactment of such
laws by the United States, which, insuring the re-
spect due. to his flag for the future, would, show
their regard for His Majesty, than in the punish-
ment of a few obscure offenders (even if attain-
able), who, disowned as they are by the United
States, no doubt, if they take any unwarrantable
liberty with the property of His Majesty's sub-
jects, meet the fate every honest mind wishes to
them, and serve as examples.and warning to those
who may in future feel piratical dispositions. I
rely on the President's wisdom, and the wish I am
sure he must feel of putting an end to these
shameful practices, and he will take. the proper
measures to have my just requisition fulfilled."

This was on. the 20th December. Only six
days elapsed after the reception of this application
when Mr .Madison, then the President, addressed
a Message to both Houses of Congress, in the
following words:—

''It is. found that the existing laws have not
the efficacy necessary to prevent the violations of
the obligations of. the United States as a nation at
peace towards belligerent parties, and other un-
lawful acts on the high seas by armed vessels
equipped .within the. waters of the United States.

" With a view to maintain, more effectually the
respect due to the .laws, to the character, and to
the neutral and pacific relations of the United
States, I recommend to the consideration of Con-
gress, the expediency of such further legislative
provisions as may be. requisite. for. detaining
vessels actually. equipped, or in. course of equip-
ment, with a warlike force, within the jurisdiction
of the'United States : or, as the case may be, for
obtaining from the owners. or. commanders of
such vessels, adequate securities against the abuse
of their armaments, with the exceptions in such
provisions proper for the cases of merchant vessels
furnished with the defensive armaments usual on
distant and dangerous expeditions, and of a private
commerce in military stores permitted by, our
laws, and which the Law of Nations does not re-
quire the United States to prohibit."

The precise points which ho desired t<> have in-
corporated into a Statute are specified in ^ note
from the Secretary of State to Mr Forsyth, Chair-
man of the Committee on Foreign Relations.
They are these:—

" Having communicated to you verbally the in-
formation asked for by.your letter of the 1st
instant, except so far as it relates to the last in-
quiry it contains,.!.have now the honour to state
that the provisions necessary to make the laws
effectual against fitting out armed vessels in our
ports for the purpose of hostile cruizing, seem
to be:—

" 1. That they should be laid under bond not
to violate the Treaties of the United States, or the
obligations of the United States under the Law of
Nations, in all cases where there is reason to sus-.
pect such a purpose on foot, including the cases of
vessels taking on board arms and munitions of.
war, applicable to the equipment and armament
of such, vessels, subsequent to their departure.
- " 2. To invest the Collectors, or other Eevenue
Officers where there are no Collectors, with power
to seize and detain vessels under circumstances
indicating strong presumption of an intended
breach of the law; the detention to take place
until the order of the Executive, on a full repre-
sentation of the facts had thereupon, can be
obtained. The Statute Book contains analogous
powers to this above suggested* (see particularly
the llth section of the Act of Congress of April
25, 1808).

" ;The existing laws, do not go to this extent.
They do not authorize the demand of security in
any shape, or any interposition on the part .of the
magistracy as a preventive, where there is reason
to suspect an intention to commit the offence.
They rest, upon the general footing »--f punishing
the offence merely where, if there be full evidence
of the actual perpetration of the crime, the party
is handed over, after the trial, to the penalty
denounced."

Experience both in America and in this kingdom
has united to prove that the measure of restraint
here pointed out is almost the only effective one
which can be resorted to in such cases. Had it
been found possible to use it here, I am confident
that a great portion «.)f the difficulties experienced
by Her Majesty's Government during the late war
would have been avoided.

On the 3d of March 1817 a temporary law
was passed to meet the emergency, which was
received by the Portuguese Minister with the
greatest satisfaction.

On the 8th of March 181U the Portuguese
Envoy addressed a representation to the Secretary
of State in regard to the capture of three vessels
by one of these illegal cruizers. But it should be
particularly noted that these cases appear all to
have grown out of depredations committed by a
single vessel which had escaped -from .the United
States previous to the date of the enactment of
the new Statute. The captures themselves took
place on the ocean at about the time of its passage.

With the aid of this explanation your Lordship
will be better able to appreciate the. force of the
language of Mr Adams, then the Secretary of
State, in Ms reply to the Portuguese Minister,
which you have dr.ne me the. honour to quote in
your,note. The Government had not only literally
done all in its power, under existing laws,, to. pre-
vent these violations of neutrality, but .had, at the
request of the Envoy himself, procured the adop-
tion, by Congress of a new and more stringent
Statute. Surely, under such circumstances, no-
thing more could reasonably be expected of it.

This seems to have been, the opinion of .the
Portuguese Minister himself. So well satisfied
was he with the practical operation of this law in
checking these .enterprises, that, at the moment
when it was about to expire of its own limitation
of two years, on the 4th of February 1819, he
once .more came forward to express his anxiety
about losing it, and addressed an earnest represen-
tation to the-United States' Government to secure
an extension of the term. The reply was to the
effect that it had not only been incorporated into
a new and improved form, but was .made per-
manent.
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This will appear from the following note of Mr
Adams:—

" SIK,—In answer to your letter of the 4th
instant, I have the honour of informing you that
the Act of. Congress of 3d March 1817, to. which '
it refers,, was repealed by the Act of the 20th of,
April last, entitled aik Act in addition to the Act j
for the punishment of certain crimes against the
United States, and to- repeal the Acts therein j
mentioned, being the eighth chapter of the laws
of the. last session. On referring to this last-
mentioned Statute, which is not of limited dura-
tion, you will find that the provisions of the tem-
porary Act of- 3d March 1817 are re-enacted
by it."

From all which proceedings it distinctly appears
that, although there were some violations of neu-
trality committed in defiance of every precaution
both before and afterwards, yet the position, of
the United States in regard to every complaint
was. an impregnable one. It had done everything
in its power, not only to execute existing laws
but to provide more stringent and satisfactory
enactments to remedy the defects- of the old
ones.

Had Her Majesty's Government in its wisdom
decided, to do as much as this in the late war, I
am not sure that I should have been able to resist
the argument drawn from the example your Lord-
ship has cited in its defence. But I regret to be
obliged to remind you that so far was this from
being the case, it took diametrically the opposite
course. At an early period my Government, not
unaware of the obstacles that were presenting
themselves to the effective application of the
existing Statutes of Great Britain to the offences
notoriously committed within this kingdom,
directed me to call your Lordship's attention to
the expediency of procuring for tne Government
more stringent provisions. I did then venture
respectfully to propose to 'you • that some steps
should be taken to obtain at least such modifica-
tions, of .the existing Enlistment Act, as might
tend to make it. a better preventive measure.
Your Lordship was pleased in the,first instance
to respond.favourably, .at least so far .as to,make
the. adoption of such•amendments conditional, upon-
corresponding and simultaneous action on the part
of the United States.. But no sooner had,I. suc-
ceeded in obtaining from my Government its .assent
to a consideration of the arrangement,. and com-
municated the result to you, ,thau your; Lordship
will be so good as-to recollect that I-,.received
for answer that. Her Majesty's Government had
in the interval .reconsidered its decision, ̂ d had
finally determined to rely upon the ; existing
Statutes as quite effective to answer the desired
purpose.

From this survey.of the two,cases it must then-
be obvious tliat..the parallel which your Lord-,
ship has attempted is by no means to be regarded
as.complete. Inasmuch as .in the one. instance
everything, tiiat; was required as .security by a.
Foreign;. Power was actually, done to. please it,
whilst in the, other everything-required was as
positively declined. Hence the, responsibility for
the evil consequences which was lifted by its own
action from the one party, seems to have been
entailed with renewed force by its refusal to act
upon the other..

Your Lordship is pleased to observe that you.
can never admit that the duties of- Great Britain
towards the. United States are to be measured .by
the losses which the. trade and. commerce of the
United States may have sustained. To -which I
would ask permission to. reply that no such rale
was ever desired. The true standard for the

measurement would seem to be framed on the
basis of the clear obligations themselves, and' the-
losses that spring from the imperfect performance
of them.

With regard to the observations- of your Lord-o-
ship respecting, the seizure by Her Majesty's'
Government of the two steam war-vessels con-
structed by Mr Laird at Liverpool, I have at all-'
times endeavoured to bear my feeble testimony to-
the earnest desire then manifested to put a- stop to1

that most outrageous of all the attempts that have
been made to violate the neutrality of this king-
dom. At the same time, however^ since your
Lordship has been pleased to open that subjectiit'
is no more than my duty to observe that the prcK
ceeding does not appear'to have'-terminated as^ in'
accordance with Her. Maje'sty's dignity, I am
compelled to think it should have done, in fully
upholding the authority of. the sovereign power,
but rather in a necessity to resort to an indirect
mode of escaping the hazard of recourse to the
ordinary process of the Courts for the protection
due to a foreign nation. So far as the claims of
the Government of the United States are con-
cerned it matters little by what means the end
may have been reached. At the same time, it is
impossible for it not to have been made painfully-
conscious in the process that the security of the
peace of the two nations from one of the most-
flagrant violations of mternationarobligations ever
attempted, should have been left to hang upon • a
mode of proceeding wholly foreign from the
recognized and established law of the land.

The fact of the extraordinary decline of the
mercantile navigation of the United States simul-
taneously with a corresponding increase of that of
Great Britain, as shown in the Tables appended
to my former note, does not appear to be disputed
by your Lordship; nor yet the other fact, that it-
sprang from the transfer of vessels from the one
side to the other by reason of the ravages com-
mitted by armed steamers fitted out from the ports
of Great Britain. It is true your Lordship is
pleased to avoid the natural: inference which I
liave been compelled to draw from this state'of
things, by explaining the process in another way.1
You-are pleased to affirm it-as a fact that " it has1

been common to transfer American merchant
ships, without-change of cargo-or-of crew, nomi-
nally to British owners, in order to avoid the
higher-rates of insurance payable during war."
But in reply-to this I-would 'remark, in the first
place,-that even if this statement be correct to a
far-greaterexteiit-than I sh'ould at present be dis-
posed to admit, it-is nothing less-than a direct
fraud on one of the belligerents, .which, if it had
had native vigour, instead of being an unthrifty
offshoot from a-purely British stock, would have
furnished to it just ground for general retribution
upon- British commerce,- by subjecting it to the
most annoying suspicion and severe examination;
and in the next, that the very fact of the admitted'
rise in the rates of insurance on American ships
only brings us once-more back to look at the
original cause of all: the trouble, to wit, the fact of
the issue of all .the depredating vessels from British
ports, with'British seamen, and with, in all respects
but the presence of a few men. acting as officers, a
purely British' character.

Thus it is that whatever may be the line of
argument I pursue, I am compelled ever to return
to the one conclusion : the nation that recognized
a Power as a belligerent before it had built a
vessel and became itself the source of all the bel-
ligerent character it has ever possessed on the
ocean, must be regarded as responsible for all
the damage that has ensued from that cause to
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the commerce of a Power with which it was under
the most sacred obligations to preserve amity and
peace.

There remain a few minor points in your Lord-
ship's note which might have elicited further com-
ments on my part, but for the consideration that
the positions taken in regard to them by my Go-
vernment have been already on a former occasion
sufficiently set forth, I am therefore reluctant,
by further extending this note, to run the risk of
trespassing unnecessarily on your Lordship's
patience. I trust that, in performing the task to
which my sense of duty calls me, I shall not be found
to have in any degree transgressed the limits of
amicable discussion to which it is the earnest
desire of my Government that I should ever
adhere, and which it is always my own disposition
to observe.

I pray, &c.,
(Signed) CHAELES FEANCIS ADAMS.

Inclosure 1 in No. 3.
Mr Dick, Attorney of the United States for the
District of Louisiana, to the Secretary of State.

(Extract.) March 1, 1816.
ATTEMPTS to violate the laws by fitting out

and arming, and by augmenting the force of ves-
sels, have no doubt been frequent, but certainly, in
no instance, successful, except where conducted
under circumstances of concealment ttiat eluded
discovery. In every instance where it was known
that these illegal acts were attempting, or where
it was afterwards discovered that they had been
committed, the persons engaged, as far as they
were known, have been prosecuted, while the
vessels fitted out, or attempted to be fitted out$
have been seized and libelled under the Act of the
5th of June 1794 ; and when captures have been
made by vessels thus fitted out and armed, or in
which their force was augmented or increased
within our waters, where the property taken was
brought within our jurisdiction, or even found
upon the high seas by our cruizers, and brought
in, it has been restored to the original Spanish
owners, and in some instances, damages awarded
against the .captors.

An enumeration of the cases in which indi-
viduals have been prosecuted for infringing, or
attempting to infringe, our neutrality in aid of the
Governments of New Spain, in which vessels
have been seized and libelled, under the Act of
the 5th June 1794, together with a list of the
vessels and property restored to the original
Spanish owners (confining the whole to tbe opera-
tions of the year commencing March 1815, and
ending February 1816), will show more conclu-
sively, perhaps, than anything else can, how
totally without foundation are the complaints, and
how misplaced are the assertions, of the Minister
of Spain on this head.
The Names of Individuals prosecuted in the

District Court of the United States for the
Louisiana District during tbe year 1815, for
violating, or attempting to violate, the neutral-
ity of the United States, in aid of the Govern-
ment of the United Provinces of New Granada,
and of the United Provinces of Mexico:—

Jose" Alvarez Toledo.
Julius Caesar Amigone.
Vincent Gamble.
John Eobinson.
Eomain Very.
Pierre Lameson.
Bernard Bourden.

List of vessels libelled for illegal outfits of the
same Governments during the same period.

Brig " Flora Americana," restored.
Schooner " Presidente," condemned.
Schooner "Petit Melan," condemned.
Schooner "General Bolivar," discontinued.
Schooner "Eugenen," alias "Indiana," con-

demned. :
Schooner " Two Brothers," restored.

Enumeration of vessels and property brought
within the Louisiana District, captured under
the flags and by authority of the Governments
of New Granada and of Mexico, libelled on the
part of the original Spanish owners, and
restored upon the ground that the capturing,
vessels had been fitted out and armed, or had
their force augmented within the waters of the
United States.
1. Schooner "Cometa," restored April 1815.
2. Schooner " Dorada," proceeds restored May

16, 1815, 3,050 dollars.
3. Schooner " Experimento," restored August 3.
5. The polacca brig "De Eegla." and cargo,

proceeds restored December 18, 1815, 19,209
dollars 50 cents.

6. Schooner "Alerto," and cargo, being the
proceeds of the capture of about eighteen small..
vessels, restored December 18, 1815, 62,150
dollars 5 cents.

Damages awarded to the original owners against
the captors in the two foregoing cases, 55,272
dollars 99 cents.

7. Cargo of the Schoouer "Petit Melan,"
restored February 1, 1816, 2,444 dollars 31
cents.

8. Cargo of the Schooner " Presidente," Febru-
ary 1, 1816, 10,931 dollars 15 cents.

9. Schooner " Santa Eitor," and cargo, restored
February 1, 1816, 37,962 dollars 94 cents.

The preceding account of Spanish property
restored to the original proprietors after being in
the possession of the enemies of Spain is defective,
inasmuch as it does not comprehend the whole of
the cases of restoration that have taken place
within the period to which the detail is confined.

The very hasty manner in which I have made
this communication did not admit of a more
accurate statement. The principal cases, how-
ever, are included in it.

In several other cases, where the property
was claimed for the original Spanish owners,
tbe claims were dismissed because it did not
appear that any violation of our neutrality had
taken place. The capturing vessels were not
armed, nor was their force augmented within our
jurisdiction, nor had the captures been made
within a marine league of our shore. The prin-
ciples that guided the decision of the Court, as
well as restoring the property captured, where
our neutral means had been used, as in declining
all interference where that was not the case,
manifest, I think, a disposition to and an exercise
of the most rigid neutrality between the parties.

Inclosure 2 in No 3.
Baltimore,

Sin, September 7, 1816.
IMMEDIATELY upon the receipt of your letters

of the 16th of August, I obtained from the Col-
lector of that port an affidavit, stating that
Thomas Taylor had in April last sworn that he
was a citizen of the United States, and, as such,



THE EDINBURGH GAZETTE, OCTOBER 17, 1865. 1259

had cleared out the schooner " Romp," which
Vessel the Collector also declared, on oath, he
believed to have cruized against the vessels of the
King of Spain since that time. Upon which
affidavit an intelligent Justice of the Peace of this
city, well-disposed upon the score of political
feeling to do as much as justice required towards
the punishment of Taylor for his conduct, issued
a warrant, by virtue of which Taylor was arrested.
Upon its return, I appeared before the Justice
(whose name is John Dougherty) and presented
all the documents which were sent to me in com-
pany with your letter, which were read and re-
ceived as evidence by him. I also caused a sailor
who had served on board the " Eomp," and who
was at that time in hospital at this place, to be
summoned, as also the Editor of the " American"
newspaper, in which Taylor's letter had appeared,
bearing date at "Baltimore, the 10th July 1816;"
all of whom were examined on oath before the
Justice. The sailor was cautioned not to
any probable cause to believe he was concerned
with, or advised Squire Fisk to commit the acts
of piracy which were committed by him on his
late cruize, and as Taylor never was on board the
" Romp " from the time she left Baltimore. Thus
ended this case, as far as I have gone.

(Signed) ELIAS GLENN.

No. 4.

Earl Eussell to Mr Adams.
Foreign Office,

SIR, August 30, 1865.
HAVING purposely delayed an answer to your

letter of the 20th of May, I now resume our cor-
respondence at a time when the civil war has
entirely ceased ; when the whole territory of the
United States is subject to the Government of the
Union, and the United States have not an enemy
in the world. I resume it therefore at a time
such as was foreseen in your letter of the 23d of
October 1803, " favourable for a calm and candid
examination by either party of the facts or prin-
ciples involved in cases like the one in question."*

I resume it also at a time when Mr Scward
has recovered from the injuries he received from
an accident, and the wounds inflicted by an
assassin, and is therefore able to apply his remark-
able powers of mind to the questions at issue; I
take this opportunity of saying that no one rejoices
more than myself at this happy recovery from
injuries so serious.

In continuing, in this state of affairs, our cor-
respondence, I must again express my satisfaction
at finding that you do justice to the impartial
intentions of Her Majesty's Government. I must
here repeat that you have never permitted yourself
to doubt the favourable disposition of the Queen's
Ministers to maintain amicable relations with the
Government of the United States; and you at- j
tribute the avoidance of the gravest of complica- i
tions to a full conviction that Her Majesty's
Government has never been animated by any
agressive disposition towards the United States,
but that, on the contrary,°it has steadily endea-
voured to discountenance, and in a measure to
check, the injurious operations of many .of Her
Majesty's subjects, t

This decisive testimony from a person of your
high character, who has now for four years held

* Parliamentary Paper, North America, No. 1, 1864.
t Mr Adams, April 7, 1865.

the confidential position of Minister of the United
States accredited to Her Majesty, and has thereby
been enabled to judge of the intentions of Her
Majesty's Government throughout this long and
destructive contest, is most gratifying to Her
Maj'esty's Government. It is most satisfactory to
know that you share in none of those suspicions
and endorse none of those charges of an unfriendly
and unfair disposition on the part of Her Majesty's
Government, with which public writers and
speakers have endeavoured to poison, the public
mind in the United States, and to produce ill-will
and hatred between the two nations.

The question then, as I understand it, is now
reduced to these terms : whether Her Majesty's
Government have judged rightly the state of a
friendly nation disturbed by a formidable insur-
rection, and whether they have correctly applied
the law of nations in respect to their duties
towards that friendly nation.

In recapitulating your statements on this sub-
ject, you say " that the injuries thus received by
a country which has meanwhile sedulously en-
deavoured to perform all its obligations, owing to"
the imperfection of the legal means at hand to
prevent them, as well as the unwillingness to
seek for more stringent powers, are of so grave a
nature as in reason and justice to constitute a'
valid claim for reparation and indemnification."

Differing, as Her Majesty's Government do,
from your statement of the facts upon which the
judgment of the two Governments is to be ulti-
mately formed, I lay down.with confidence the
following propositions :—

1. That the history of modern nations affords no
example of an insurrection against a central
Government so widely extended, so immediate in
its operation, so well and so long prepared, so soon
and so completely furnished with the machinery
of civil Government, a national representation,
generals. and officers of high military reputation,
armies fully equipped, and-fortifications recently in
possession of the established Government.

2. That intelligence reached Her Majesty's
Government, in the spring of 1861, that seven
combined States hed declared in favour of this
insurrection ; that three more States, including the
great and powerful State of Virginia, were pre-
paring to join them; that these States commanded
upwards of 3,000 miles of sea-coast; that they"
comprised more than 5,000,000 of people exclusive
of the negro slaves; that the President of the
insurgent Government had proclaimed his inten-
tion of issuing letters of marque and reprisal;
that the President of the United States, on the
other hand, had proclaimed his intention to estab-
lish a blockade of all the ports of the Southern
States; and that in these circumstances the com-
mander of Her Majesty's naval forces on the
North American station earnestly solicited in-
structions for his guidance.

3.' That in view of these extraordinary events,
unexpected and undesired, Her Majesty decided
to proclaim her neutrality in this contest; to allow
the belligerent blockade of more than 3,000 miles
of coast, including of course the right of search,
detention, and capture on the part of the United
States, and on the other hand, as in duty bound,
to recognize in the so-called Confederate States
the rights of a belligerent Power.

4. That Her Majesty's Government put in force
with fairness and impartiality the neutrality they
had proclaimed.

5. That the Foreign Enlistment Act, which is
intended in aid of the duties and rights of a neutral
nation, can only be applied when a ship is armed
or fitted out, or begun to be armed or fitted out,
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and even in that case only when proof can be ob-
tained that the ship so armed or equipped, or
begun to be armed or equipped, is intended for
the service of a Power at war with a friend or
ally of Her Majesty.

.6. That in the instance of the " Oreto," the case
justifying the detention of the vessel was not com-
plete ; and in the case of the " Alabama," the proof
was declared to be complete only on the very
morning when the owners of the "Alabama,"
having by some means obtained information of.
what was intended,-got away on a false pretence.

7. That the "Oreto" was begun to be built
here, was afterwards detained and tried at Nassau,
was acquitted, and was afterwards completed at
Wilmington, a port of the Confederates.

8. That tne iron-clad rams were detained, and
afterwards seized at Birkenhead; that the so-called
" Canton " or " Pampero" was prosecuted and con-
victed in Scotland; that the " Victor," afterwards
the " Rappahannock," was forced to take refuge at
Calais in order to avoid seizure, and till the close
of the war never appeared on the seas.

9. That it is not enough to say that the Foreign
Enlistment Act might have been amended and
made more efficient, unless it be shown that the
amendments suggested would have been clearly
efficient, and would have been consistent with the
laws of a free country.

10. That nothing but the most extensive em-
ployment of spies and informers, and the most
arbitrary powers of detention and seizure on the
most vague and slight suspicion, could have pre-
vented a British or American merchant, in com-
bination with a Confederate enemy of the United
States, from sending an unarmed ship to distant
neutral waters, from sending arms to the same
waters, and from combining the ship and the arms
in a hostile cruizer against the commerce of the
United States.

11. That the " Shenandoah" was dispatched
and armed in this manner.

12. That there is no. reason or ground whatever
to accuse Her Majesty's Government of failure in
the performance of their international obligations
during.the four years of civil war, and conse-
quently no valid claim can be made for reparation
and indemnification.

With respect to your allegation that the conces-
sion of belligerent rights to the Confederates was
" precipitate and unprecedented," I answer both
epithets by saying, first, that our declaration fol-
lowed, and did not precede, your own declaration
of the intended blockade of six or seven consider-
able ports, and the declaration of an intention
on the part of the Confederates to issue letters
of marque ; and, secondly, that a sudden insur-
rection of such magnitude being unprecedented,
our recognition of its existence was necessaily like-
wise unprecedented.

But let me refer for a short time both to the law
laid down by your own Courts on this subject
and the state of facts as shown by official docu-
ments. The judgment of the Supreme Court of
the United States given in 1862 ("Black's Re-
ports, Supreme Court," vol. ii, pp. 666-G70) lays
down with equal sense and learning the following
propositions;—

" The right of prize and capture has its origin
in the jus belli, and is governed and adjudged
under the law of nations. To legitimate the cap-
ture of a neutral vessel or property on the high seas, a
war must exist, de facto, and the neutral must have
a knowledge or notice of the intention of one of
the parties belligerent to use this mode of coercion
against a port, city, or territory, in the possession
of the other."

" The parties belligerent in a public war are
independent nations; but it is not necessary to
constitute war that both parties should be acknow-
ledged as independent nations or sovereign States.
A war may exist when one of the belligerents claims
sovereign rights against the other."
" " A civil war is never solemnly declared • it
becomes such by its accidents—the number, power,
and organization of the persons who originate and
carry it on. When the party in rebellion occupy

j and hold in a- hostile manner a certain portion of
territory; have declared their independence; have
cast off their allegiance; have organized armies ;
have commenced hostilities against the former
Sovereign, the world acknowledges them as belli-
gerents, and the contest as a war."

" ' A civil war,' says Vattel, ' breaks the bonds
of society and Government, or at least suspends
their force and effect; it produces in the nation
two independent parties, who consider each other
as enemies, and acknowledge no common judge.
Those two parties, therefore, must necessarily be
considered as constituting, at least for a time, two
separate bodies—two distinct societies. Having
no common superior to judge between them, they
stand in precisely the same predicament as two
nations who engage in a contest and have recourse
to arms."

As a civil war is never publicly proclaimed,
eo nomine, against insurgents, its actual existence
is a fact in our domestic history which the Court
is bound to notice and to know. The true test of
its existence, as found in the writings of the sages
of the common law, may be thus summarily
stated:—" When the regular course of justice
is interrupted by revolt, rebellion, or insurrection, so
that the Courts of Justice cannot be kept open,
civil war exists, and hostilities may be prosecuted
on the same footing as if those opposing the
Government were foreign enemies invading the
land."

" By the Constitution, Congress alone has the
power to declare a national or foreign war. It
cannot declare war against a State, or any number
of States, by virtue of any clause in the Con-
stitution. The Constitution confers on the Pre-
sident the whole executive power. He is bound,
to take care that the laws be faithfully executed.
He is Commander-in-chief of the army and navy
of the United States, and of the militia of the
several States when called into the actual service
of the United States. He has no power to initiate-
or declare a war either against a foreign nation or
a domestic State. But by the Acts of Congress
of the 28th February 1795, and 3d March 1807,
he is authorized to call out the militia, and use
the military and naval forces of the United States
in case of invasion by foreign nations, and to
suppress insurrection against the Government of
a State or of the United States.

" If a war be made by invasion of a foreign
nation, the President is not only authorized, but
bound to resist force by force. He does not
initiate the war, but is bound1 to accept the
challenge without waiting for any special legis-
lative authority. And whether the hostile party
be a foreign invader, or States organized in
rebellion, it is none the less a war, although the
declaration of it be ' unilateral.' Lord Stowell
(1 Dodson, 247) observes ' It is not the less a
war on that account, for war may exist without a
declaration on either side.' It is so laid down by
the best writers on the law of nations. A decla-
ration of war by one country only is not a mere
challenge to be accepted or refused at pleasure by
the other."
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" This greatest of civil wars was not gradually I
developed by popular commotion, tumultuous
assemblies, or local unorganized insurrections.
However long may have been its previous concep-
tion, it nevertheless sprung forth suddenly from ;
the parent brain, a Minerva in the full panoply of
war. The President was bound to meet it in the
shape it presented itself without waiting- for Con-
gress to baptise it with a name, and no name
given to it by him or them could change the fact.
. " It is not the less a civil war, with belligerent
parties in hostile array, because it may be called
,an 'insurrection' by one side, and the insurgents
be considered as rebels or traitors. It is not
necessary that the independences of the revolted
province or State be acknowledged in order to
constitute it a party belligerent in a war according
to the law of nations. Foreign nations acknow-
ledge it as war by a declaration of neutrality.
The condition of neutrality cannot exist unless
there be two belligerent parties. In the case of
the 'Santissima Trinidad' (7 Wheaton, 337), this
Court says: ' The Government of the United
States has recognized the existence of a civil war
between Spain and her Colonies, and has avowed
her determination to remain neutral between the
parties. Each party is therefore deemed by us a
belligerent nation, having, so far as concerns us,
the sovereign right of war.'

" The law of nations is also called the law of
nature; it is founded on the common consent, as
well as the common sense, of the world. It con-
tains no such anomalous doctrine as that which
this Court are UOAV for the first time desired to
pronounce, to wit, that insurgents who have risen
in rebellion against their sovereign, expelled her
Courts, established a revolutionary Government,
organized armies, and commenced hostilities, are
not enemies because they are traitors; and a war
levied on the Government by traitors, in order to
dismember and destroy it, is not a war because it
is an ' insurrection.'

" Whether the President, in fulfilling his duties
as Commander-in-Chief in suppressing an insur-
rection, has met with such armed hostile resistance,
and a civil war of such alarming proportions, as
will compel him to accord to them the character
of belligerents, is a question to be decided by Mm,
and this Court must be governed by the decisions
and acts of the political departments of the
Governments to which this power was entrusted,
He must determine what degree of force the crisis
demands. Tlte proclamation of blockade is itself
official and conclusive evidence to the Court that a
state of war existed which demanded and authorized
a recourse to such a measure under the circumstances
peculiar to the case"

The course of Her Majesty's Government fol-
lowed the course of events in America.

It appears by the "Times" of 3d May 1861,
that I stated in the House of Commons on
the preceding day (2d May), " Her Majesty's
Government heard the other day that the Con-
federated States have issued letters of marque,
and to-day we have heard that it is intended there
shall be a blockade of all the ports of the Southern
States."

On the 6th of May I stated in the House oi
Commons the intention of the Government, formed
after due deliberation, to recognize the Southern
States as belligerents.

On the 10th May I received a despatch from
Lord Lyons making the following announcement,
" I have the honour to enclose copies of a procla-
mation of the President of the Southern Con-
federacy inviting application for letters of marque

and also a proclamation of the President of the
United States declaring that Southern privateers
will be treated as pirates, and announcing a
blockade of the Southern ports"

Thereupon the intention of Her Majesty's
overnment previously announced was carried

into effect, and the Proclamation of the 13th May
1861 was issued.

It is very remarkable that an English Schooner,
the "Tropic Queen," was captured for a breach
of blockade, consisting in the act of lading her
cargo on the 13th and 14th of May 1861.

The offence in this case was committed on the
very day that the Queen acknowledged the exist-
ence of civil war. The court in giving judgment
referred to the notorious facts of the secession of
the Southern States, and proceeded thus :—

"These facts, as set forth by the President,
with the assertion of the right of blockade,
amount to a declaration that civil war exists.
BlocJcade itself is a belligerent right, and can only
legally ham place in a state of ivar" &c.

What you contend for, I imagine, both as to
commencement of the war and as to its close, is
that the LTnited States of America had a full
claim to exercise all the rights of belligerents, but
that Great Britain had no just claim to exercise
any of the rights of neutrals.

This position, however, Great Britain never
can permit.

Recognitions by the United States of belli-
gerent rights belonging to insurgents have been
frequent: Buenos Ayres, Columbia, Mexico, have
been acknowledged by the United States to have
belligerent rights against Spain; Brazil and
Artigas against Portugal; Texas against Mexico.
But in no case have these insurgent forces sprung
up at once fully armed to the amount of five
millions of men.

With respect to the " Oreto " and the Alabama,"
I have only again to repeat that up to the time
when the " Oreto" left these shores, and up to
the day when the " Alabama" escaped on a false
pretence, the Law Officers of the Crown had not
by any legal opinion enabled Her Majesty's
Government to give any orders for the detention
of these vessels.

I entirely concur with you that there was no
use in giving orders on the 31st of July for detain-
ing a vessel which had made its escape on the
29th. But up to the 29th the Law Officers had
not thought the evidence sufficient to justify deten-
tion ; but I cannot by any means admit, what you
seem to insinuate, that the Law Officers were
deficient either in knowledge of the law or in
willingness to apply it. Her Majesty's Govern-
ment fully accept the responsibility of their
opinions.

And it will be observed that the Law Officers,
in addition to the reports of the Custom-house
Officers, were in possession of all the information,
which it was in your power to furnish.

You allude to the case of the American revolu-
tion, and the conduct of France in not recognizing
the belligerent rights of the insurgents then in
rebellion against the British Crown.

Let us extend our view somewhat wider.
There have been, in the period beginning in 1765
and ending in 1865, three cases of a somewhat
similar kind.

The first is that of the American Revolution
the second is that of the revolt of the
American Republics ; the third is that
war which from 1861 to 1865 desolated the
States of North America. P ;

In the first case the Court of France
only to injure Great Britain.
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In this spirit, in 1776, before the declaration of
independence, the French Government put itself
in connection with Arthur Lee through Carroii de
Beaumarchais, and with Benjamin Franklin
through Dubourg, offering to the United States
the supplies they needed. When, however, the
news of Burgoyne's surrender reached France,
the French Government took a more decided
course. In February 1778, they signed two
Treaties, one of Commerce and one of Alliance,
with the United States of America. Nor were
the motives of these acts on the part of Louis
XVI by any means concealed.

M. Gerard Avas ordered to declare on the King's
part to Arthur Lee and Silas Dease, the Commis-
sioners of the United States, "that His Majesty
was fixed in his determination not only to acknow-
ledge, but to support our independence by every
means in his power : that in doing this he might
probably soon be engaged in a war, with all the
expenses, risks, and damages usually attending it,
yet he should not expect any compensation from
us on that account, nor pretend that he acted
wholly for our sakes; since, besides his real goocl-
witt, it VMS manifestly the interest of France that
the power of England should be diminished by out-
separation from it.1'*

I am not urging whether this conduct was
justifiable; I am only showing that France in the
American war took a part hostile to Great Britain,
in order tp promote her own interests.

In the same spirit, in order to promote the in-
terests of France, and injure those of Great
Britain, the Government of Louis XVI, two years
after the declaration of Independence, made an
alliance offensive and defensive with the United
States.

Such conduct, however it may be excused or even
admired in Europe or in America, could not form
-a- precedent for Great Britain in the late civil war.
Her Majesty's Government had no wish to favour
the separation of the Southern States, with a view
to injure the power or check the progress of the
United States. It has been the wish of Her
Majesty's Government, who had received no
injury from either the Northern or the Southern
States, and was living in amity with both, when
hostilities of the most violent character commenced
between them, to preserve an honest and impartial
neutrality.

The next case to which we have looked has
been the insurrection of the South American
Eepublics against Spain, and of the Empire of
Brazil against Portugal.

This insurrection began slowly and partially at
Buenos Ayres on the 14th of May 1810, by the
formation of a Junta and the deposition of the
Viceroy; the Government, however, being carried
oil in the name of the King of Spain until Janu-
ary 1813, when1 a provisional Government was
established. On the 9th of July 1816, the pro-
vinces of the Bio de la Plata issued a Declaration
of Independence, and on the 20th of April 1819,
a Constitution was published by the Congress.

In 1811 the insurrection commenced in Para-
guay ; the Spanish Governor was deposed, arid a
Government established under the direction of
Dr Francia. On the 12th of October 1813, a
Constitution was proclaimed.

In 1811, civil war commenced in Chile, but the
Declaration of Independence was not issued until
the 12th of February 1818, and the war continued
until 1820.

* See "Diplomacy of the ^Revolution." by William
Heury Trescot: .New York, 1852.

The revolution in Peru commenced in 1821, a
Declaration of Independence being issued on the
15th of July 1821, and the war continuing until
1824.

On the 15th of September 1821, Guatemala
declared her independence, which, however, was
not finally established until the 1st of July 1823.

The revolution in Columbia (including Vene-
zuela, Equator, and New Grenada) commenced
April 19, 1810, at Caracas. On the 5th of July
1811 the Congress declared Colombia an inde-
pendent State, but the war with Spain continued
until November 1823.

In 1815 the President of the United States
allowed belligerent rights to the South American
States, and proclaimed a strict neutrality. This
Proclamation was recognized by the Supreme
Courts and other Tribunals of the United States.

It is hero that Her Majesty's Government have
looked for precedents. The United States had
been from 1793 to 1815, with the exception of two
years, neutrals amid the great wars of Europe.
Their wisest Statesmen and their most learned
Judges had studied the Law of Nations profoundly
with a view to extract from that law the rules for-
their own conduct, and the elements of their judg-
ment on the conduct of others.

In 1794 the United States' Government had
admitted the principle that if, after prohibiting the
equipment and armament of cruizers in American
ports, they abstained from using the means in their
power to restore prizes captured and brought into
United States' ports by cruizers subsequently
equipped or armed in those ports in violation of
the prohibition, they were bound to give compen-
sation for such prizes; but they appear to have
limited their admission of liability to that par-
ticular class of cases.

When, therefore, the Continent upon which they
have erected a free and powerful State was con-
vulsed with a civil war, the President, Secretaries
of State, Cliief Justices, and other Judges of the
United States, doubtless considered maturely the
course they were bound to pursue.

You seem to have supposed that my meaning in
reference to Portugal was that the United States
in that case had been in the wrong, and therefore
if Great Britain had been wrong in the present
instance, the United States could not reproach us.
But no such argument entered into my conception.
My argument was this :—

Portugal, during the war of South American
independence, complained of captures by American
vessels of war built in the United States, which
had not been detained and seized and condemned
in the ports of the United States.

The answer of Mr Adams to these complaints
was, as I conceive, valid and conclusive. He said
in effect, " Had you been able to prosecute and
convict in the United States, our Courts were
open to you, and every facility was afforded you.
But you cannot make the Government of the
United States responsible for the acts of men on
the high seas over whom, the United States exer-
cise no jurisdiction."

Having repeated the very terms used by Mi-
Adams, I say, " To this most just principle, which
was again referred to by Mr Secretary Clayton,
ami maintained against the Government of Portu-

§al to this hour, the Government of the United
tates must be held still to adhere." In fact,

there was no motive to bias their judgment on
this bloody controversy. Spain and Portugal,
weakened by bad Government, and exhausted by
recent struggles for existence, could inspire no
apprehension, and offer no temptation to the
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rising and vigorous power of the Great Western
Republic. The conduct of the United States
Government, therefore, is eminently deserving of
our study, and I may add, of our respect.

But as you have commented at some length on
the treatment- of Portugal by the United States
during the war of South American independence,
I will enter more fully than I had before done into
that question.

The correspondence to which I refer began in
December 1816, and closed with a letter of the
Portuguese Minister in November 1850. It can-
not be pretended that the reclamations of a friendly
Power extending over thirty-four years did not

.receive the gravest attention of the American
Government.

In his first letter the Portuguese Envoy at
Washington complains that Mr Taylor of Balti-
more, an American citizen, had directed Captain
Fish, of the " Romp," an American ship, to cruize
as a privateer under the insurgent colours of
Buenos Ay res against the subjects of Portugal.

He adds, " The 18th of last month (November)
the frigate ' Clifton,' Captain Davy, armed with
thirty-two guns of various calibres, and a crew of
200 men, sailed from Baltimore for Buenos Ayres.
This ship anchored below that port, where it has
remained for about a fortnight or more waiting for
the American ship ' Independence of the South,'
armed with sixteen guns, and for the ships 'Romp,'
'Tachahoe,' 'Montezuma,' and 'Spanker,' and
two others newly constructed, which were fitting
with great activity, and which had not yet got
names. All were to sail together to cruize in the
Eastern and Western Seas of South America,
under the insurgent colours of Buenos Ayres.
No doubt can be entertained of their instructions
being the same as those of Captain Fish, and that
they will act hostilely against Portuguese ships.

The Portuguese Envoy, Joseph Correa de Serra,
prays for an amendment of the law of the United
States, with a view to render it more efficient in
such cases. A law having been passed by Congress
for this purpose the Portuguese Envoy, in May
1817, requests that the President will desire the
United States officers on the outposts to use greater
vigilance.

In March 1818 he complains that three Portu-
guese ships have been captured " by privateers
fitted in the United States, manned by American
crews, and commanded by American captains,
though under insurgent colours."

In October of the same year the Portuguese
Envoy complains that the Portuguese prize is
fitting in the Patuxent to cruize against the Portu-
guese commerce.

In November of the same year the Portuguese
Minister states to Mr Adams that, obliged by his
duty to inquire into the nature of the armed ships
that had of late insulted the flag of his Sovereign,
and committed incalculable depredations on the
property of his subjects, he had found to his
sorrow multiplied proofs that many of them were
owned by citizens of the United States, and had
been fitted in the ports of the Union. He goes
on to complain of the difficulties in the way of
prosecutions, but compliments the President on
his " honourable earnestness."

In December of the same year the Portuguese
Minister complains of the armed vessel " Irresist-
ible," which had been committing " depredations
and unwarrantable outrages on the coast of Brazil."
He says, it is proved by depositions that John
Daniels, the commander of the ship, is an American,
and all the crew are Americans. He prays that
if the ship should come into an American port
means may be taken to bring the said captain and

crew within reach of the laws made to punish
such scandalous proceedings.

In March 1819, M. Correa de Serra states, as
Minister of his Sovereign, that Artigas, whose flag
is frequently waving in the port of Baltimore, and
which is carried by Portuguese prizes in the ports
of the Union, has been expelled far from the
countries which could afford him the power of
navigating, and has not a foot length of sea-shore
in South America where he can show himself. He
prays that the Artigan flag may be declared illegal.

In November 1819, after expressing his grati-
tude for the proceedings of the Executive, the
same Minister complains that the evil is rather
increasing. He is in possession of " a list of fifty
Portuguese ships, almost all richly laden, some of
them East Indiamen, which had been captured
during a period of profound peace. One city alone
on the coast of the United States had twenty-six
armed ships which preyed oh Portuguese commerce
" and a week ago three armed ships of this kind
were in that port waiting for a favourable'occasion
for sailing on a cruize."

In June 1820, the Portuguese Minister com-
plains that a Portuguese prize had been sold by
auction at Baltimore to Captain Chase (a notorious
privateersman), and was to be immediately fitted
out as a privateer to cruize against the Portuguese
Indiamen.

In July of the same year, the Portuguese
Minister sends a list of " the names and value of
nineteen Portuguese ships and their cargoes, taken
by private armed ships, fitted in the ports of the
Union by citizens of those States." His Sovereign
wishes the affair to be treated with that candour
and conciliating dignified spirit which becomes two
Powers who feel a mutual esteem, and have a
proper sense of their moral integrity. " In this
spirit I have the honour to propose to this Govern-
ment to appoint Commissioners on their side, with
full powers to confer and agree with His Majesty's
Ministers on what reason and justice demand."

In December 1820, the Chevalier Amado
Greh on transmitted to Mr Adams a copy of twelve
claims, with the value of the ships, desiring him to
add them to the list furnished by the Chevalier
Correa de Serra.

In April 1822, the same Minister repeats the
proposal made in July 1820, " of having recourse
to Commissaries chosen by both Governments for
the purpose of arranging the indemnities justly due
to Portuguese citizens for the damage which they
have sustained by reason of piracies supported by
the capital, and the means of citizens of the United
States ; an essential condition which, in this way
repairing the past, secures also the future."

On the 25th of May 1850, the Chargg d'Affaires
of Portugal writing to the Secretary of State of
the United States declares, " The Undersigned is
authorised to come to an understanding with the
new Secretary of State upon the subject, and to
submit the voluminous documents and papers in
his possession to the joint examination and decision
of tlie Commissioners or Arbitrators appointed by
the American Government on the one part, and
the Undersigned on behalf of Her Majesty's
Government on the other," &c.

Having thus related the complaints of the Por-
tuguese Government during the years which elapsed
from 1816 to 1822, and from 1822 to 1850, I will
now give from the organs of the.United States the
answers which that Government gave to these
solemn and reiterated complaints.

In March 1817, the Secretary of State trans-
mitted to the Portuguese Minister at Washington
an Act of Congress passed on the 3d of that
month to preserve more effectually the neutral
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relations of the United States. On the 14th of
March 1818, in answer to a letter complaining of
the capture of three Portuguese ships by privateers,
Mr Adams says :—

" The Government of the United States having
used all the means in its power to prevent the
fitting out and arming of vessels in their ports to
cruize against any nation with whom they are at
peace, and having faithfully carried into execution,
the laws enacted to preserve inviolate the neutral
and pacific obligations jof this' Union, cannot con-
sider itself bound to indemnify individual foreigners
for losses by captures, over which the United States
have neither control nor jurisdiction. For such
events no nation can in principle, nor does in prac-
tice, hold itself responsible. A decisive reason, for
this, if there were no other, is the inability to pro-
vide a tribunal before which the facts can be proved.

" The documents to which you refer must of
course be ex parte statements, which in Portugal
or in Brazil, as well as in this country, could only
serve as a foundation for actions in. damages, or
for the prosecution and trial of the persons sup-
posed to have committed the depredations and out-
rages alleged in. them. Should the parties come
within the jurisdiction of the United States, there
are courts of Admiralty competent to ascertain the
facts upon litigation between them, to punish the
outrages which may be duly proved, and to restore
the property to its rightful owners should it also
be brought within our jurisdiction, and found,
upon judicial inquiry, to have been taken in the
manner represented by your letter. By the uni-
versal law of nations the obligations of the Ameri-
can Government extend no further."

The Secretary of State in subsequent letters
promises to prosecute in the United States' Courts
persons chargeable with a violation of the laws of
the United States in fitting out and arming a
vessel within the United States for the purpose
of cruising against the subjects of the Queen of
Portugal.

To the proposal to appoint Commissioners made
in July 1820, the United States' Secretary of
State, on the 30th of September of the same year,
replies as follows :—

" The proposal contained. in your note of the
16th of July last has been considered by the
President of the United States with all the
deliberation due to the friendly relations subsisting
batween the United States and Portugal, and with
the disposition to manifest the undeviating prin-
ciple of justice by which tin's Government is
animated in its intercourse with all foreign
Governments, and particularly with yours. I am
directed by him to inform you that the appoint-
ment of Commissioners to confer and agree with
the Ministers of His Most Faithful Majesty upon
the subject to which your letter relates, would not
be consistent either with the Constitution of the
United States, nor with any practice usttal among
civilized nations"

He proceeds to say:—
" If any Portuguese subject has suffered wrong

by the act of any citizen of the United States,
within their jurisdiction, it is before those tri-
bunals that the remedy is to be sought and ob-
tained. For any acts of citizens of the United
States committed out of their jurisdiction and
beyond their control, the Government of the
United States is not responsible.

" To the Avar in South America, to which Por-
tugal has for several years been a party, the duty
and the policy of the United States has been to
observe a perfect and impartial neutrality."

The same reply is again given to Chevalier

Amado Grehon in a letter dated the 30th of
April 1822:—

" I am at the same time directed to state that
the proposition of the Chevalier Correa de Serra,.
in his note of the IGth of July 1820, for the-
appointment of Commissaries chosen by both
Governments to arrange indemnities claimed by.
Portuguese citizens for damages stated by them
to have been sustained by reason of piracies sup-
ported by the capital and means of citizens of the
United States, cannot be acceded to. It is a prin-
ciple well known and well understood that no
nation is responsible to another for the acts of its
citizens committed without its jurisdiction and.
out of the reach of its control."

The policy of the United States is further ex-
plained in a despatch of Mr Secretary Adams to
General Dearborn, dated the 25th of June 1822K
It is there set forth that in the critical state of
the relations of the two countries it is necessary
to employ the agency of a person fully qualified
to represent the interests of the United States.
It is affirmed that whenever Portuguese captured
vessels have been brought within the jurisdiction
of the United States^ decrees of restitution have
been pronounced.

In referring, however, to the lists of captures,
and the demand of a joint Commission to deter-
mine and assess the damages to be paid by the
United States,, the former refusal was thus re-
peated : " As there was no precedent for the
appointment of such a Commission under such
circumstances, and as not a single capture had been
alleged for which the United States were justly
responsible, this proposal was of course denied ;.
and nothing further was heard upon the subject
until the 1st of April last, when a note was
received from the present ChargS d'Affaires of
Portugal, leading to a correspondence, copies of
which are now furnished you."

The correspondence seems not to have been re-
sumed till 1850, when, as has been shown, the
demand for a Commission was repeated.

The Secretary of State of the United States-
thereupon gave this summary and final answer,
dated May 30, 1850 :—

" The Undersigned is surprised at the reappear-
ance of these obsolete reclamations, accompanied
by the renewal qf the ancient proposition to.
appoint a joint Commission to determine,and assess
damages, a proposition which was rejected at the
time upon substantial grounds ; and without the
Minister's assurance to that effect, the Undersigned
would not have supposed it credible that Portugal
seriously cherished any intention to -revive them.
In reply, therefore, to the note which the Minister
of Her Most Faithful Majesty has presented in
the name of his Government, the Undersigned
must now, by the President's order, inform him that
he declines re-opening the proffered discussion."

This Despatch is signed " John M. Clayton."
A long and able despatch of the Portuguese

Minister at Washington, recapitulating all the
grievances of Portugal, dated November 7, 1850,
does not appear to have received an answer.

The practice of the United States' Courts during
this war of South American Colonies against
Spain and Portugal, seems to have been confined
to the restitution of prizes actually brought into
the ports of the United States. The doctrine
of the Courts of Justice upon the subject
was thus laid down by Justice Story; in pro-
nouncing the decision of the Supreme Court in
the .case of the " Amistad de Eues " (5 Wheaton,
p. 388). Speaking of the cases of damages, he
says:—" When called upon by either of the belli-
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gerents to act in such cases, all that justice seems
to require is tJiat the neutral nation sliall .fairly
execute its ov.m laws, and give no asylum to the
property unjustly captured. It is bound, there-
fore, to restore the property, if found within its
ports; but beyond this it is not obliged to inter-
pose between the belligerents. If, indeed, it were
otherwise, there would be no end to the difficulties
and embarrassments of neutral Prize Tribunals.
They would be compelled to decide in every
variety of shape upon marine trespasses, in rein
and in personam between belligerents, without
possessing adequate means of ascertaining the real
facts, or of compelling the attendance of foreign
witnesses, and thus they would draw within their
jurisdiction almost every incident of prize. Such
a course of things would necessarily create irrita-
tions and animosities, and very soon embroil
neutral nations in all the controversies and hos-
tilities of the conflicting parties. Considerations
of public policy come therefore in aid of what
we consider the law of nations on this subject;
and we may add that Congress, in its legislation,
has never passed the limit that is here marked out.'-'

To the same effect is the doctrine laid .down
by the Supreme Court in the case of the brig
" Alerta" :*—•

" A neutral nation may, if so .disposed, without
a breach of her neutral character, grant permission
to both belligerents to equip their vessels of war
within her territory. But without such per-
mission the subjects of such belligerent Powers
.have no right to equip vessels of war, or to in-
crease or augment their forces, either with arms or
with men, within the territory of such neutral
nation. Such unauthorised acts violate her sove-
reignty and her rights as a neutral. All captures
made by means of. such equipments are illegal in
relation to such nation, and it is competent to her
Courts to punish the offenders, and, in case the
prizes taken by her are brought infra prcesidia, to
order them to be restored."

In comparing the course pursued by the Govern-
ment and Congress of the United States in the
case of the South American Civil War, with
that pursued by Her Majesty's Government in
the case of the North American Civil War, the
following differences are perceptible :—

The number of vessels built and fitted out in
American ports which successfully evaded the
provisions of the laws made to restrain them, and
proceeded to cruize against Portuguese commerce,
was very great: those which escaped the execu-
tion of the similar laws of Great Britain were
very few. In the former case .these illegal cruizers
must have been thirty or forty; in the latter,
three or four.

In the case of the South American Civil War
the cruizers in question were generally commanded
by citizens of the United States, and navigatec
by crews of the neutral nation : in the case of the
North American Civil War no English captain
appears to have commanded a. cruizer; and the
crews were generally, though not altogether, from
the States in insurrection.

But there is one essential point on which the
United States and Great Britain appear entirely
to agree. The United States when neutral, re
fused to be responsible for captures at sea no
brought within their jurisdiction, or to listen to a
proposal to appoint a Commission to asses
damages; the Government of the United King
dom have taken a similar course.

Curtis' " Reports," vol. iii, p. 382.

It is true that in applying the principle there
has been a divergency of practice. The United
states admitted the prizes to their harbours, but
estored them, if practicable, when called upon by
he Decrees of Courts of Law to their owners.
?he Government of Great Britain refused admis-
ion altogether to such prizes.

The principle is the same, and it is hardly worth
while to dispute which course was most incon-
enient to the insurgent cruizers. It appears to

me, I confess, that the course pursued by Her
Majesty's Government tended more effectually to
liscourage insurgent cruizers than that pursued by
;he United States.

But as to the principle involved, let me ask you,
supposing a merchant or passenger vessel belong-
ng to the United States were to go to the Coast

of Madagascar, and were there to meet a ship from
Boston with cannon and muskets, and the mer-
chant ship being then armed were to take part
against Brazil in the war between Brazil and
Paraguay;—let me ask, I say, whether your
Government would think themselves bound to
afford reparation to Brazil for all the captures-
made by that ship 1 yet such is the case of the
' Shenandoah."

It seems to Her Majesty's Government that if
;he liability of neutral nations were stretched thus
?ar, this pretension, new to the law of nations,
would be most burthensome, and indeed most
dangerous.

A maritime nation whose people occupy them-
selves in constructing ships and cannon and arms
might be made responsible for the whole damages
of a war in which that nation had taken no part.

I am thankful, therefore, to Mr Adams for hav-
ing in 1818, 1820, and 1822 shielded maritime
Powers by his conclusive argument from such
alarming liabilities.

You say, indeed, that the Government of the
United States altered the law at the urgent
request of the Portuguese Minister.

But you forget that the law thus altered was
the LaAv of 1794, and that the Law of 1818 then
adopted was, in fact, so far as it was considered
applicable to the circumstances and institutions of
this country, the model of our Foreign Enlistment
Act of 1819.

Surely, then, it is not enough to say that your
Government, at the request of Portugal, induced
Congress to provide a new and more stringent law
for the purpose of preventing depredations, if
Great Britain has already such a law. Had the
Law of the United States of 1818 not been already
in its main provisions adopted by our Legislature,
you might reasonably have asked us to make a new
law; but surely we are not bound to go on making
new laws, ad infinitum, because new occasions arise.

The fact is, this question of a new law was fre-
quently discussed, but the conclusion arrived at
was that, unless the existing law after a sufficient
trial should be proved to be practically inadequate,
the object in view would not be promoted by any
attempt at new legislation. The existing law has,
in fact, not proved inadequate, when circumstances
of strong suspicion have been so far established as
to justify the Government in ordering the deten-
tion of the suspected vessels,, and it is by no means
certain that any possible alteration of the law
would enable more to be done in the way of pre-
vention than this. That power was exercised in
the case of the Rams in the Mersey, and of the
" Canton" or " Pampero " in the Clyde; and in
neither case has the power exercised been censured
or revoked either in a court of law or by any vote
of Parliament.
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If it be said, as some persons of high authority
in Parliament have said, that the executive
Government of the United Kingdom exercised in
these cases an alleged power, my answer is, that
whatever force such an argument might have in a
court of law or in Parliament, it can have none
in the mouth of a Secretary of State of the
United States. For whether exercised legally or
illegally, the power was equally effective in pro-
tecting the commerce and the harbours of the
United States against ships built and equipped in
British ports.

With respect to orders 'to refuse entrance into
: our ports to all ships partly fitted up in the
United Kingdom for the service .of the Confeder-
ates, there was extreme difficulty in giving any
such orders.

During the South American Civil War it was
found practicable to bring to New York or Boston
witnesses to prove that a South 'American cruizer
had been built and armed in Baltimore. But to
carry witnesses from Liverpool to Nassau or
Jamaica to prove the building of the " Alabama "
at Birkenhead would have been a fruitless effort.

To produce copy of a conviction of the " Ala-
bama " was impossible, as she had escaped convic-
tion by flight; to carry witnesses to the Cape of
Good Hope, to Melbourne, and elsewhere, for

•the purpose of showing that her owners had
violated the Foreign Enlistment Act, was equally
out of the question.

• No less impracticable would it have been to say
to our Governors, "You may admit the 'Ala-
bama,' you may admit the * Stonewall,' but you
•must not admit the ' Florida.'"

In your letter of the 23d of October 1863, you
were pleased to say that the Government of the
United States is ready to agree to any form of
rbitration.

• Her Majesty's Government have thus been 'led
to consider what question should be put to .any
Sovereign or State to whom this very great power
'should be assigned.

It appears to Her Majesty's Government that
there are but two questions by which the claim of
compensation could be tested. The one is : Have
the British Government acted with due diligence,
or, in other words, with good faith and honesty,
in the maintenance of the neutrality .they pro-
claimed? The other is: Have the Law Officers
of the Crown properly understood the Foreign
Enlistment Act when they declined, in June
1862, to advise the detention and seizure of the
" Alabama," and on other occasions when they
were asked to detain other ships building or fitting
in British ports ?

It appears to Her Majesty's Government that
neither of these questions should be put to a foreign
Government with any regard to the dignity and
character of the British Crown and the British
iiatitfn.

Her Majesty's - Government are the sole
guardians of their own honour. They cannot
admit that they may have acted with bad faith in
maintaining the neutrality they professed. The
Law Officers of the Crown must be held to be
better interpreters of a British Statute than any
Foreign Government can be presumed to be.
Her Majesty's Government must therefore decline
either to make reparation and compensation for
the captures made by the " Alabama," or to refer
the question to any Foreign State.

Her Majesty's Government conceive that if they
were to act otherwise they would endanger the
position of neutrals in all future wars.

Her Majesty's Government are, however, ready
to consent to the appointment of a. Qommigsion to

which shall be referred all claims arising.during
the late civil war, which the two Powers shall
agree to refer to the Commissioners. •

I cannot conclude without taking this oppor-
tunity to ask you to join with Her Majesty's
Government in rejoicing that the war has ended
without any rupture between two nations which
ought to be connected by the closest bonds of
amity..

The Government of the United States have
carried on to a successful issue, with great forti-
tude and perseverance, a civil war of unequalled
magnitude.

In the course of this war they have resolved to
abolish slavery. The British nation have always
entertained, and still entertain, the deepest ab-
horrence of laws by which men of one colour were
made slaves of men of another colour. The
efforts by which the United States' Government
and Congress have shaken off slavery have there-
fore the warmest sympathies of the people of
these kingdoms.

The same sympathies will accompany the Pre-
sident and Congress of the • United States in
endeavouring to reorganize the Southern States
on the basis of equal freedom.

Nor is there any question in dispute which
seems likely to disturb the friendship of two
nations which, the one in Europe and the other
in America, are distinguished for their love of
liberty. Let our two nations, therefore, instead
of captious discussions, respect the honour and
believe in the friendly intentions of each other.
In this manner we may preserve unbroken the
ties of peace, and exercise a beneficial influence
on the future destinies of the nations of the
world. •

I am, &c.,
(Signed) RUSSELL

Mr Adams to Earl Russell. -
September 19.)

-(Received

Legation of the United States,
MY LORD, London, September 18, 18651.

I have had the honour to receive your note of-'
the 30th of last month, in reply to mine of the
20th of May last.

It gives me great satisfaction to ' be the
medium of -communicating to my Government
the very friendly assurances of your Lordship.
I canot entertain a doubt that they will, be fully
appreciated.

In respect to the reference which you have
done me. the honour to make to me, as having at
no time entertained a doubt" of the intentions of
Her Majesty's Ministers to maintain amicable
relations with my. Government during the late
severe struggle in my country, I am happy to
believe that your Lordship has not essentially
misunderstood my sentiments. At the same
time that I cheerfully confirm such declarations
as may have been made by me on that subject in
the correspondence I have heretofore had the
honour to hold with your Lordship, I trust I may
be permitted to claim, on behalf of my own
Government, the credit of intentions to the full
as amicable. Indeed, without the presence of
these elements" on both sides', I should have
despaired of the possibility of the passage of the
two nations in. safety through the difficulties
presented to them from within, as well as from
without.

But whilst I am prompt to respond to your
Lordship in the sense attributed to me, I pray
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permission to guard myself against an inference
that might by possibility be drawn from a portion

..of your language, prejudicial to my maintenance
of the course which my Government has seen fil
to take in regard to the events which have given
rise to the present discussion. Whilst doing the
fullest justice to the intentions of Her Majesty's
Ministers, I feel equally bound to preclude the
supposition that I have ever been satisfied with
the measure in which, on too many occasions,
they have contented themselves with carrying
these intentions into practice. Inasmuch as the
relations between nations, not less than between
individuals, must depend upon the mode in which
they fulfil their obligations towards each other
rather than upon their motives, the questions
which have grown out of the events of the late
war appear to lose little of their gravity from any
reciprocal disavowal, however complete, of ill-
will on the part of the respective Governments.

I am happy to" concur with your Lordship in
the opinion that this appears to be a favourable
moment for a calm and candid examination of
these questions.

Were it not for this consideration I should
abstain from further discussion, and content my-
self with simply transmitting to my Government
the conclusion to which Her Majesty's Ministers
have arrived, as communicated to me towards the
close of your Lordship's note.

But entertaining as I do a strong impression
that in the matter now at issue is involved a
question of international comity, based upon
grave principles of morals, of universal applica-
tion, the decision upon which is likely to have a
very wide bearing upon the future- relations of all
civilized nations, and especially those most fre-
quenting the high seas, I feel myself under the
necessity of placing upon record the views of it
held by the Government which I have the honour
to represent, at least to the extent to which the
period of my service at this post has enabled me
to do them but feeble justice.

In the note which I had the honour to address
to your Lordship on the 20th of May last, when
recapitulating, in the form of propositions, the
argument which made the basis of certain recla-
mations upon Her Majesty's Government, I sub-
mitted first of all, "that the act of recognition
by Her Majesty's Government of insurgents as
belligerents on the high seas, before they had a
single vessel afloat, was precipitate and unpre-
cedented."

To this affirmation I understand your Lordship
now to reply, by candidly admitting the truth
of at least one-half of it. In pleading in justifi-
cation that the insurrection which caused it was
unprecedented, you certainly concede that the
recognition was so likewise.

It may then be hereafter assumed, as a fact
beyond dispute, that no similar act was ever done
by one nation towards another with which it was
ill amity.

With regard to the other term which I took
the liberty to use, the word " precipitate," I beg
leave to call your Lordship's attention to the
ground upon which you proceed to justify the
act of recognition. You are pleased to observe
that it " followed and did not precede our own
declaration of the intended blockade of six or
seven considerable ports, and the declaration of
an intention on the part of the Confederates to
issue letters of marque."

Now, I pray you particularly to note, that if
this be the whole case made, your Lordship
has gone the length of conceding that Her
Majesty's Government actually adopted this

most grave proceeding without the evidence in
its possession of any fact whatever upon which
to rest it. The statement is simply that a
declaration of intentions to act had been made
by the respective parties preparing for the
straggle.

Hence I feel constrained respectfully to sub-
mit it to your Lordship whether in the history of
civilized nations there can be found a single
instance in which a step of such importance was
ever taken~by one friendly Government in regard
to another, upon a mere presumption of what
was going to be done, an assumption of certain
acts contemplated, but not performed. It would
appear to be the part of calm statesmanship, in
cases which cannot fail deeply to affect the
interests of a friendly nation, to postpone acting
at least until something shall have been actually
done to require it. In this instance there was
no certainty, at the time when Her Majesty's
Government acted, that cither of those declara-
tions of intention would be fulfilled. The result
proves that one of them, in point of fact, never
was executed. Neither is it at all beyond the
possibility of belief that the other would have
been equally left incomplete, but for this very,
action of Her Majesty's Government, which
precluded all chance of avoiding to have recourse
to it. The actual blockade then, so far from
being a cause, became actually an inevitable
consequence of its policy. With the reluctance
of my Government to resort to that measure,
and the causes which overcame it, your Lord-
ship must have been too fully acquainted at the
time to render it necessary for me to dwell upon
this matter farther.

As a still stronger proof of the precipitate
nature of that declaration, if any were needed, I
pray permission only to refer to your published
letter to Lord Lyons, written on the very day the
announcement of the step taken by the Govern-
ment was made by yourself in the House of Com-
mons, the 6th of May 1861.. In that letter your
Lordship freely admits that by reason of the in-
termption of the communication between New
York and Washington, you had not then any
information of the precise measures actually taken,
down to that moment, by either of the parties in
the struggle " which appeared to have com-
menced."

Yet in spite of these circumstances, which
deprived Her Majesty's Government of all accu-
rate knowledge of the facts, and notwithstand-
ing that there -was no apparent cause in any
event that had occurred, urgently demanding an
immediate decision, it was determined to adopt
•this step at this time,—a step which, however
intended, could not, just at the beginning of an
undertaking to sap by violence the established
authority of a friendly Power, fail to have an
influence injurious to the maintenance of that
authority and favourable to its overthrow. Con-
sidering the nature of the friendly intentions
which your Lordship is pleased to take credit for,
and in which I fully believe, the very best excuse
which I can imagine for this proceeding is that
it was precipitate. I should be sorry to be led
to the natural inference that would follow my
admitting it to have been clone with deliberate
premeditation. I therefore must respectfully
persist, notwithstanding your Lordship's reluct-
ince, in the opinion that I have not failed to give
it the epithet which most fittingly belongs to it.

But your Lordship in your note is pleased to
ustify this extraordinary " unprecedented and
precipitate " step on another ground. This is the
' magnitude " of the appearance of the insurrec-
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tion. This certainly corresponds with my im-
pression of the reasoning which you assign to me
in the first conversation which I had the honour
to hold with you after my arrival in this country,
the 18th of May 1861. This view is now amplified
in the form of the propositions Nos. 1 and 2, with
which your Lordship has now favoured me.

" 1. That this history of modern nations affords
no example of an insurrection against a Central
Government so Avidely extended, so immediate in
its operation, so well and so long prepared, so
soon and so completely furnished with the
machinery of Civil Government, a national repre-
sentation, generals and officers of high military
reputation, armies fully equipped, and fortifica-
tions recently in possession of the established
Government.

" 2. That intelligence reached Her Majesty's
Government in the spring of 1861, that seven
combined States had declared in favour of this
insurrection; that three more States, including
the great and powerful State of Virginia, were
preparing to join them; that these States com-
manded upwards of 3,000 miles of sea-coast;
that they comprised more than 5,000,000 of
people, exclusive of the negro slaves; that the
President of the insurgent Government had pro-
claimed his intention of issuing letters of marque
and reprisal; that the President of the United
States, on the other hand, had proclaimed his
intention to establish a blockade of all the ports
of the Southern States; and that in these circum-
stances the Commander of Her Majesty's naval
forces on the North American station earnestly
solicited instructions for his guidance."

In respect to this, may I be permitted to beg
your attention to the fact that, with perhaps the
exception of the gross number of the people
engaged, I do think myself able to furnish an
example of an insurrection in every particular
corresponding to your description, which has
occurred within the last century. I do not doubt
that my allusion will at once be understood by
your Lordship without another word.

Yet, notwithstanding all the points of identity
in that case, I cannot find that Her Majesty's
Government was met at the outset in 1774 with
any announcement by a foreign Power in amity
with Great Britain, of a necessity immediately to
recognize the insurgents as a belligerent power,
because of the magnitude of the struggle, or for
any other cause. Neither is there the smallest
ground for believing that it would have tolerated
the proceeding for one moment, if it had been.

Her Majesty's Government at once resorted
without scruple or hesitation to every right ordi-
narily exercised by a belligerent in a war with a
strong power, and was met with a degree of
resistance more effective and enduring than any
manifested in the late struggle. That resistance
too was carried out on the ocean, where alone
the interests of distant neutral States are liable
to be seriously affected by the domestic strife of
any nation, in a manner far more extensive than
the late insurgents by their unaided efforts ever
could have attempted, Yet a length of time
elapsed before any foreign Power, hoAvever much
inclined, ventured to find in this state of things
any reason for considering the people waging
such a war as a belUgerent Power. It further-
more is certain, that if at any time the smallest
indication of a leaning that way manifested
itself in any of the Commercial Powers, it was
immediately noted by the British Government for
remonstrance and reclamation.

Your Lordship has been pleased to review the
conduct of France in this emergency; and to

endeavour to set aside the parallel which I
attempted in my note, on the ground that that
country was animated by a policy decidedly hos-
tile to Great Britain. The fact is doubtless so.
But it so happens that this only bears with the
more force in my favour on the present argument.
Had France, being inclined to injure Great Britain,
decided to recognize the insurgents as a belUge-
rent, it would, according to the doctrine now
avowed by Her Majesty's Government, have
been doing no more than was absolutely neces-
sary and altogether justifiable. Why did it not
take this step at once ? Unhappily for the
example Great Britain at the outset insisted
upon considering her as a friendly Power, and
called upon her solemnly to desist from any
attempt whatever to recognize the presence of
the insurgent force. In proof of this, I beg per-
mission to quote a brief extract from an historical
writer well known to have drawn his statements
from official sources, Mr Adolphus says that in
April 1775, that is, one year after the outbreak
of the insurrection, "the friendly disposition of
the French Government towards Great Britain
has been unequivocally demonstrated; and the
expectation that succour would be afforded to
the Americans was suppressed by an edict pro-
hibiting all intercourse with them."

It thus appears that no idea was at that early
period entertained by the British authorities of
any unfriendly disposition on the part of France.
So far from being inclined., as your Lordship sup-
poses it might have been, to give aid to the
insurrection which since 1774 had been develop-
ing its great proportions, by any recognition of
it as a belligerent, the French Sovereign frankly
responded to an appeal made by Great Britain,
by interdicting his people from all relations what-
ever with the Americans. In other words, the
example shoAvs that, on both sides, there Avas not.
the remotest conception that a recognition of
insurgents as a belligerent, immediately upon the
breaking out of the insurrection, Qould be con-
sidered as a justifiable act on the part of a friendly
PoAver.

This brings me to the point at which I am com-
pelled to question the soundness of the proposition
upon which your Lordship appears to proceed, to
wit: that the action of Foreign countries in refer-
ence to an insurrection that may take place against
the established Government of a friendly Power
is to be regulated by a consideration of the
magnitude of the numbers that are engaged in the
struggle. To my mind there is a difficulty in
finding a foundation in sound principles for draw-
ing such a distinction. If I may be permitted to
express my own impression, it is that this action
of Foreign Governments, if presumed to be really
friendly, is rather to be based upon something
like the same rule Avhich they, whether repre-
senting large or small communities, Avould desire
to be applied to themselves Avhen in similar cir-
cumstances. The true criterion by which to be
guided appears to be rather framed by patient
observation of the probabilities of the issue. This
can rarely be foreseen at the outset. It is not
dependent on the mere accident of numbers. The
force Avhich lately overturned the Government at
Naples did not seem adequate to the object; yet
it was accomplished nevertheless, and Foreign
nations, consequently, recognized the result.

On the other hand, the numerical force enlisted
in the insurrection in the United States seemed
large, but time has shoAvn that there never was
a moment, Avhilst it lasted, that it had a chance
of success against the resolute perseArerance of a
far stronger antagonist. For a Foreign nation to
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have recognized in advance the handful of fol-
lowers under the head of General Garabaldi as a
belligerent power would have been everywhere
regarded as a violation of comity to the sovereign
then ruling at Naples, and interfering to uphold an
otherwise desperate undertaking. Yet the new
kingdom of Italy was the offspring of this enter-
prize. On the other hand, the attempt in advance
to assume the unlikelihood that the legitimate
authorities in the United States would sustain
themselves purely because of the magnitude of the
forces levied' against them, and to make this
reason a basis for an " unprecedented and preci-
pitate " act, investing them with the rights of a
belligerent all over the world, has ended only in
furnishing a historical precedent, against the
authority of which I cannot but feel it to be for
the peace and the harmony of civilized nations,
for all later times, most earnestly to protest.

If I am correct in this view, then the conclusion
which I find true international comity to prompt is
this. Whenever an insurrection against the estab-
lished Government of a country takes place, the
duty of Governments under obligations to main-
tain peace and friendship with it, appears to be
at first to abstain carefully from any step that
may have the smallest influence in affecting the
result. Whenever facts occur, of which it is
necessary to take notice, either because they in-
volve a necessity of protecting personal interests
at home, or avoiding an implication in the strug-
gle, then it appears to be just and right to provide
for the emergency by specific measures, precisely
to the extent that may be required, but no
farther. It is, then, facts alone, and not appear-
ances or presumptions, that justify action. But
even these are not to be dealt with farther then
the occasion demands; a rigid neutrality in what-
ever may be done is of course understood. If,
after the lapse of a reasonable period, there be
little prospect of a termination of the struggle,
especially if this be carried on upon the ocean, a
recognition of the parties as belligerents appears
to be justifiable; and at that time, so far as I
can acertain, such a step has never in fact been
objected to. Lastly, when the evidence sustains
a belief that the established Government has
utterly lost the power of control over the resist-
ance made, without probability of recovery, it is
competent for any friendly Government to recog-
nize the insurgent force as an independent Power
without giving it just cause of offence.

Such appears to me to have been the course
rigidly adhered to by the Government which I
have the honour to represent, in the long struggle
that took place between Spain and her Colonies
in South America. On which side of it the
sympathies of the people were, cannot admit of
a doubt. Yet the respective dates which your
Lordship has been kind enough to search out
and record in your note, sufficiently establish
the fact, how carefully all precipitation was avoided
in judging of the issue in regard to the mother
country. I may perhaps be permitted to observe
that the action of Her Majesty's Government in
the same cases, furnishes even stronger precedents
to confirm the soundness of my views. Its re-
cognition of belligerency, in these instances, can-
not be considered as suitably described by either
terms, " unprecedentad," or " precipitate." .

I have dwelt at .some length upon the original
point of difference between the two countries,
because it has ever seemed to me the fruitful
parent of all the subsequent difficulties, the nurse
of a very large share of ill-feeling, which I cannot
deny now to prevail amongst my countrymen.
How much stress has been laid upon it by my

Government and how ably Mr Seward, to whom
your Lordship has kindly paid so grateful a com-
pliment, has heretofore applied what you justly
term " his remarkable powers of mind" to it, I
am sure I need not remind you. In my note of
the 20th of May I endeavoured to arrange, in a
logical sequence of distinct propositions, the
effects which followed this as the first step, and
which have led to the reclamations I have been
constrained by my instructions to present. I do
not propose at this time to dwell upon them
further. I will only pray you to excuse the
earnestness with which I venture to give expres-
sion to my views, under the plea of my belief that
upon a correct decision in this controversy may
depend the security which the commerce of belli-
gerents will hereafter enjoy on the high seas
against the hazard of being swept from them
through the acts of nations professing to be
neutral, and bound to be friendly.

For, if it be once fairly established as a prin-
ciple of the international code that a neutral
Power is the sole judge of the degree to which
it has done its duty under a code of its own
making, for the prevention of gross and flagrant
outrages, initiated in its own ports by the agents
of one belligerent in co-operation with numbers
of its own subjects, and perpetrated upon the
commerce of the other on the high seas; if it be
conceded that the neutral, upon reclamation
made for the injuries thus done by reason of the
manifest ineflicacy of its means of repression,
which it has at all times the power to improve at
will, can deliberately decline to respond to any
such appeal, full back upon the little that it has
attempted as an excuse, and thenceforward claim,
with justice, to be released from the inevitable
consequences that must ensue from its inaction,
then it must surely follow that the only compe-
tition between neutral Powers .hereafter will be,
not which shall do the most, but which shall do
the least to fulfil its obligations of interdiction of
the industry and enterprise of its people in pro-
moting the conflicts that take place between belli-
gerents on the ocean. If this be once recognized
as good law through the authority which the
powerful influence of Her Majesty's Government
can attach to it, I dare not venture to foresee how
much reluctance there may be on the part of the
people whom I have the honour to represent to
accept and act upon it. Hitherto a want of
eagerness on the part of the most adventurous
and least scrupulous portion of them to promote
enterprise on behalf of any belligerent that pro-
mised personal advantage cannot be charged
upon them. The references made by your Lord-
ship to the cases of Spain and Portugal must
have convinced you of this truth. The prospect
of impunity in such enterprises is all that is needed.
Further than this, I might only venture to sug-
gest to your Lordship to consider which of the
nations of the world presents on every sea around
the globe the most tempting prizes, in an event
no friend would more deplore than myself of its
being again, as it has so often been heretofore
doomed to be afflicted by the calamities of a war.

It does so happen, however, that no doctrine of
this kind has yet been accepted as legitimate
by the Government which I represent. On the
contrary, it has ever assumed the painful and
difficult task of responding to the just appeals
of foreign friendly nations for protectidS-agai ^
such enterprises. Whenever repre^nfat
have been made by their agents, meaatireslij
been promptly taken to enforce the
when the issue proved the
existing Statutes, the duty of further4egtslaijS6^?;

"* ' '
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has been promptly recognized. This appears to
me to constitute the full obligation of a neutral.

" Singularly enough, this course was taken in at
least three instances, on the representations made
by authority of Her Majesty's Government. I
allude to the first law passed in 1794, in conse-
quence of the complaints and at the special instance
of Mr Hammond, and to another in 1797. Your
Lordship appears to me but partially to state what
was done, when you dwell only on the compensa-
tion actually made for the cases in which there
had been a failure to act. These laws were enact-
ed to provide a better preventive process in all
future cases, mainly for the protection of British
commerce. The third example was the la?w of
1838, which was the remedy applied to excesses
committed on the boundary of the British pro-
vinces in Canada by persons in the United States,
whom the existing Statutes were found not effec-
tive to restrain or punish.

Thus it was, too, in the case of Portugal, to
which your Lordship is pleased once more to call
my attention. And here I must ask permission
to re-state my view of the matter, which seems
to have failed to be. fully considered by your
Lordship. I certainly understood you to intro-
duce the case into the correspondence as going
to show this : that the Government of the United
States had set a precedent of disavowing further
responsibility in cases of reclamations for injuries
committed on the high seas by outfits made, in
despite of them, in their ports, against the com-
merce of Portugal, which the existing law had
proved on trial ineffective to prevent or punish.
This is the precise position which I understand
Her Majesty's Government to assume. Hence
the value of the example as a personal argument
in the present instance.

In opposition to this view, it has been my pur-
pose, by appealing to the facts in the case, to show
that the Government had at once recognized the
validity of the remonstrances of Portugal, by first
resorting to the laws already provided to meet
the case by appeal to the Courts, and next by
promptly responding to the later demand of the
same nation for more effectual modes of restraint
than those which experience had shown to be in-
effectual. To meet this demand a new law more
particularly addressed to the object of prevention
had been enacted, the efficacy of which proved so
considerable as actually to elicit from the remon-
strating party repeated expressions of his satis-
faction with it. It does not appear that any fur-
ther security was ever asked than this. The
Government had done everything that could be
reasonably required. It was therefore discharged
from responsibility.

There were, indeed, subsequent cases of wrong-
ful outfits and captures, of which your Lordship
has taken note. But in reply to the remonstrances
that followed, the answer was prompt that they
no longer raised questions that called for the
interposition of the Executive Department. Its
whole duty had been performed. The true
remedy was now open by an appeal to the Courts.
The language of Mr Adams in his reply to M.
Correa de Serra, a portion of which only I per-
ceive has been introduced in your Lordship's note,
goes directly to this point. I pray permission to
supply it in the following extract:—

" The Government of the United States has
neither countenanced nor permitted any violation
of that neutrality by their citizens. Thej'- have
by various and successive acts of legislature,
manifested their constant earnestness to fulfil

their duties towards all the parties to that war;
they have repressed every intended violation of
them which has been brought before their Courts1,,
and substantiated by testimony conformable to1

principles recognised by all tribunals of similar
jurisdiction."

Your Lordship in reading this passage could
hardly have failed to feel the force of the succes-
sive affirmation of facts which form the grounds
of the plea that all the obligations imposed upon a
neutral Power in such cases had been fulfilled.

The fact in the case was that M. Correa der
Serra in his representations had begun to change
his grounds of complaint, and- direct his charges
against the administration of justice in the Courts,
This was a position obviously untenable. Much
and sorely as I have felt at times the little chance
that the United States has stood of receiving im-
partial justice in Her Majesty's Courts, I have
never received from my Government any instruc-
tions which did not fully recognize the impro-
priety of raising a question in regard to their
decisions. This makes no part whatever of the
grounds upon which I am instructed to make
reclamations. The question has never been as to
what the judicial tribunals have done or failed to
do. It turns exclusively upon the duties of a
neutral Government to perform its obligations to
a friendly power by a prompt and energetic policy
of repression of flagrant wrongs through existing
means, and, in the event of a failure .of those
means, by the adoption of others which it was
entirely within its power to supply, if so disposed.
The responsibility entailed upon Her Majesty's
Government in the present instance has always
seemed to me to grow out of the feebleness of
| its measures of prevention at the outset, and its
deliberate refusal to obtain an enlargement of
its powers after existing remedies had proved
unavailing.

With respect to that portion of your Lord-
ship's note which appears to defend the existing
legislation as having really proved adequate, I
beg leave only to remark that it is sufficiently
answered by the fact that you proceed to specify
in proof of it mainly those cases in which Her
Majesty's Government is admitted to have taken
a responsibility of action beyond the law. ^Tiilst
I have been always ready to bear testimony to the
eminent utility of the action for which your Lord-
ship appears to have assumed a grave responsi-
bility, I am at- a loss to perceive how this
diminishes the force of the reasoning which
would seek from the legitimate protection of the
law of the land that performance of obligations-
which appears now to depend only on the
courage of the Minister to transcend its limits.

And here I must pray permission to dwell a
moment upon one passage of your Lordship's note
which has excited a strong sense of surprise, not
to say astonishment. In order that I may by no
possibility be guilty of any misconstruction of the
meaning of the language, I take the liberty, with
your permission, to transfer the very words. They
are these:—

" You say, indeed, that the Government of the
United States altered the law at the urgent re-
quest of the Portuguese Minister.

" But you forget that the law thus altered was
the law of 1794, and that the law of 1818 then
adopted was, in fact, so far as it was considered
applicable to the circumstances and institutions of
this country, the model of our Foreign Enlistment
Act of 1819.

" Surely, then, it is not enough to say that
your Government, at the request of Portugal,
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induced Congress to provide a new and more I
stringent law for the purpose of preventing;
depredations, if Great Britain has already such a !
law. Had the law of the United States of
1818 not been already in- its main provisions
adopted by our Legislature, you might reason-
ably have asked us to make a new law ; but
surely we are not bound to go on making new
laws ad infinitum because new occasions arise."

If I do not rightly comprehend the sense of
your Lordship, I pray to be corrected when I
assume it to be that an argument drawn from
the precedent of the course of my Government
in enacting a new law to meet the remonstrance
of the Portuguese. Minister has no force in sup-
porting the representation I make in the present
instance, because these very provisions of Ameri-
can legislation have been already long since sub-
stantially adopted by Great Britain in the Enlist-
ment Act, the very Act which is now complained
of as ineffective. In other words, your Lordship
appears to take it for granted that Great
Britain, having already passed a law as stringent
and effective as that of the United States, is
therefore justified in declining any proposal to go
on amending it.

If this be in verity your position, I must pray
your pardon if I hazard the remark, in reply, that
you cannot have given to the respective Statutes
-in question the benefit of that careful collation
which the occasion would seem to require. If
you had done so you must have noticed that in
point of fact they are materially unlike. The
British Law is, as your Lordship states, a re-
enactinent of that of the United States, but it
does not adopt all of " its main provisions," as
you seen to suppose. Singularly enough, it
entirely omits those very same sections which
were originally enacted in 1817 as a temporary
law on the complaint of the Portuguese Minister,
and were made permanent in that of 1818. It
is in these very sections that our experience has
shown us to reside the best preventive force in
the whole law, I do not doubt, as I had the
honour to remark in my former note, that if they
had been also incorporated into the British Sta-
tute, a large portion of the undertakings of which
my Government so justly complains would either
have never been commenced, or, if commenced,
would never have been executed. Surely it was
not from any fault of the United States that
these effective provisions of their own law failed
to find a place in the correpponding legislation of
Great Britain. But the occasion having arisen
when the absence of some similar security was
felt by my Government to be productive of the
most injurious effects, I cannot but think that it
was not so unreasonable as your Lordship appears
to assume, that it should hope to see a willingness
in that of Great Britain to make the reciprocal
legislation still more complete. In that hope it
was destined to be utterly disappointed. Her
Majesty's Government decided not to act. Of
that decision it is no part of my duty to com-
plain. The responsibility for the injuries done to
citizens of the United States by the subjects of
a friendly nation, by reason of this refusal to
respond, surely cannot be made to rest with them.
It appears, therefore, necessarily to attach to the
party making the refusal.

But if the example thus set by Her Majesty's
Government should come to be generally adopted,
and the principles of neutrality upon which it
rests be recognized as a part of the code of Inter-
national Law, then it is not difficult to foresee

the probable consequence. A new era in the
relations of neutrals to belligerents on the high
seas will open. Neutral ports in that event will
before long become the true centres from which
the most effective and dangerous enterprizes
against the commerce of belligerents may be con-
trived, fitted out, and executed. The existing
restrictions upon the exploits of daring adven-
turers will rapidly become obsolete, and no new
ones will be adopted. Ships, men, and money,
will always be at hand for the service of any
Power sufficiently strong to hold forth a proba-
bility of repayment in any form, or adroit enough
to secure a share of the popular sympathy in its
undertakings. New " Floridas," " Alabamas,"
" Shenandoahs," will appear on every sea. If.
such be the recognised law, I will not-undertake
to affirm that the country which I have the
honour to represent would not in the end be as
able to accommodate itself to the new circum-
stances as Great Britain. Whilst I cannot but
think that every moderate statesman would de-
precate such a change, which could hardly fail to
increase the hazard of lamentable complications
among the great maritime Powers; I cannot see
an escape from it, if a nation itself possessing a
marine so numerous and extensively dispersed,
decides to lead the way.

Entertaining these views, it appears scarcely
necessary for me to follow your Lordship further
in the examination of details of former precedents
either in English or American history. I am
happily relieved from any such necessity by learn-
ing the conclusions to which Her Majesty's
Government have arrived; Understanding it to
decline the proposal of arbitration, which I had
the honour, under instructions, to present, in any
form, for reasons assigned by your Lordship, I
nevertheless am happy to be informed that " Her
Majesty's Government are ready to consent to
the appointment of a Commission, to which shall
be referred all claims arising during the late civil
war which the two Powers shall agree to refer
to the Commissioners."

I have taken measures to make known, at the
earliest moment, this proposal to my Government,
and shall ask permission to await the return of
instructions before giving a reply.

Disclaiming all authority to express in advance
any opinion on the part of my Government, I
pray, at the same time, your Lordship's attention
to a single circumstance which, without a pre-
vious agreement upon the great principles of
international law involved in this controversy,
may raise a difficulty in the way of accepting the
proposal. At a first glance it would appear as if
it were in substance identically the same with
that long ago made by the Portuguese Govern-
ment to that of the United States. The essence
of the answer returned in that case happens to
have lately passed under your eye, since it is
found incorporated in your Lordship's note. I
trust I cannot be suspected of a desire to imply
that, in taking this step, Her Majesty's Govern-
ment could have sought to appear either as pro-
posing, on the one hand, a measure which it
foresaw must be declined, or, on the other, one
which, if accepted, could be so accepted only at
the risk of a charge of disavowing the views of
constitutional or international law entertained by
my Government in former times, It may indeed
be, that in this view I may, after explanation,
find that I have misconceived the nature of your
Lordship's proposal on the view which my
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Government will take of it, in which case I pray
you to excuse the suggestion, and consider it as
made without authority, and solely in the hope of
eliciting such explanation.

I take great satisfaction in concluding, this
note by cordially responding to your Lordship's
request "to join with Her Majesty's Govern-
ment in rejoicing that the war has ended without
any rupture between two nations which ought to
be connected by the closest bonds of amity."

I likewise receive with great pleasure your
Lordship's assurances that the efforts by which
the Government and Congress of my country have
shaken off slavery " have the warmest sympathies
.of the people of these kingdoms."

If from painful observation in a service extend-
ed through four years, I cannot in candour yield
my entire assent to this statement, as applied to
a large and too influential portion of Her Majes-
ty's subjects; if it has been my misfortune to
observe in the process of so wonderful a revolu-
tion a degree of coldness and apathy prevailing
.in many quarters, from w^hich my countrymen
had every right to expect warm and earnest
sympathy; if throughout this great trial, the
severity of which, few not well versed in the
nature of our institutions could fully comprehend,
the voice of encouragement from this side of the
water has too often emitted a doubtful sound, I
yet indulge the 'hope that the result arrived at
will ultimately correct the hasty and harsh judg-
ments that flowed from lack of faith and of con-
fidence in our fidelity to a righteous cause. Of
the friendly disposition in tin's regard of the
members of Her Majesty's Government, and
especially of your Lordship, I have never per-
mitted myself to doubt. And yet, in the midst
of the gravest of our difficulties, I cannot forget
that even your Lordship was pleased, in an official
published despatch, to visit with the severity of
your but too weighty censure, the greatest politi-
cal measure of the late lamented President, that
which, in fact, opened the only practicable way to
the final attainment of the glorious end. Under
such circumstances, I pray you not to be sur-
prised if I am compelled not to disguise the
belief that with my Government, as among my
countrymen at large, there is still left a strong
sense of injured feeling, which only time and
the hopes of a better understanding in future,
held out by a conciliatory strain in your Lord-
ship's note, are likely to correct. Recognizing
most fully the justice and propriety of the joint
policy marked out in yeur concluding sentence.
I have, &c.

(Signed) CHARLES FRANCIS ADAMS.

WAR-OFFICE, October 13, 1865.
The Queen has been graciously pleased to

give orders for the appointment of Richard Wood,
Esq., Her Majesty's Agent and Consul-General
in the Regency of Tunis, and Edward Walter
Bonham, Esq., Her Majesty's Consul-General at
Naples, to be Ordinary Members of the Civil
Division of the Third Class, or Companions of the
Most Honourable Order of the Bath.

FOREIGN OFFICE, October 12, 1865.
The Queen has been pleased to approve to

Don Juan Richardson Francis as Vice-Consul at
Swansea for His Majesty the Emperor of Mexico.

ADMIRALTY, October 10, 1865.
Sub-Lieutenants:

Verney Lovett Cameron,
Henry Stokes Hutchings,

to be Lieutenants.

John Way, Esq. has been this.day promoted to
the rank of Staff Commander in Her Maiestv's
Fleet.

Dr John Wilson Elliot has been this day pro-
moted to the rank of Deputy Inspector-General
of Hospitals and Fleets on the Retired List.

The undermentioned Officers have been this
day promoted to the rank of First Class Assistant
Engineers in Her Majesty's Fleet, with seniority
of 28th August 1865 :—

Mr Henry George Hayward.
Mr Peter Colquhoun,
Mr William Fletcher Cole.
Mr John Green.

ADMIRALTY, October 11, 1865.
Sub-Lieutenant George Robert Thornhill to be

Lieutenant, with seniority of 9th November
1864.

Sub-Lieutenant Charles Alfred Blake to be Lieu-
tenant, with seniority of 18th September 1865.

Mr Thomas .Summers (B) has this day been pro-
moted to the rank of Engineer in Her Majesty's
Fleet, with seniority of 2d October 1865.

ADMIRALTY, October 12, 1865.
Walter Frederick Cope Bartlett, Esq. has been

this day promoted to the rank of Surgeon in
Her Majesty's Fleet, with seniority of-17th
June 1865.

Queen's Commission.
2d Administrative -Battalion of Middlesex Rifle

Volunteers.
Robert Wallen Jones, late Adjutant of the North

Middlesex Rifle Volunteer Corps, and formerly
Captain 84th Foot, to be Adjutant, from the
15th August 1865, vice Crowe, removed.

MEMORANDUM.
Adjutant Robert Wallen Jones, of the 2d

Administrative Battalion of Middlesex Rifle
Volunteers, to serve with the" rank of Captain
Dated 3d October 1865.

Commission signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County of Northumberland, and the Town and
County of Newcastle-upon-Tyne.

1st Newcastle-upon-Tyne Artillery Volunteer
Corps.

John Walter Power to be Second Lieutenant.
Dated 29th September -1865.

Commissions signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County of Glamorgan.

6th Glamorganshire Rifle Volunteer Corps.
Jabez Thomas, Esq. to be Assistant-Surgeon, vice

Shepherd, resigned. Dated 7th October
1865.

The Reverend Howell Howell to be Honorary
Chaplain, vice Griffith, resigned. Dated 7th
October 1865.
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Commission signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County of Boxburgh.

4th Roxburghshire Rifle Volunteer Corps.
'Charles John Grieve to be Ensign, vice Deans,

resigned. Dated 29th September 18Go.

Commission signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
West Riding of the County of York, and of
the City and County of the City of York.

John Crossley Sutcliffe, Esq. to be Deputy Lieu-
tenant. Dated 23d September 1865.

Commissions signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County of Forfar.,

1st Forfarshire Rifle Volunteer Corps.
Sir John Ogilvy, Bart., to be Honorary Colonel.

Dated 10th October 1865.
Major George Lloyd Alison to be Lieutenant-

Colonel, vice Sir John Ogilvy, promoted.
Dated 10th October 1865.

15th Forfarshire Rifle Volunteer Corps.
William Whyte, gent, to be Lieutenant. Dated

10th October 1865.
James Gordon, gent, to be Ensign. Dated 10th

October 1865.

Commission signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County of Kent, and of the City and County of
the City of Canterbury.

Royal East Kent Yeomanry Cavalry (Mounted
Rifles).

Cornet Henry Pemberton to be Lieutenant, vice
Lumley, resigned. Dated 5th October 1865.

Commissions signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County Palatine of Lancaster.

26th Lancashire Artillery Volunteer Corps.
William Nicholson, Esq. Captain in the 3d .Royal

Lancashire Militia, to be Captain* Dated 2d
October 1865.

2d Lancashire Engineer Volunteer Corps.
John Rothwell, gent, to be Second Lieutenant,

vice Fattershall, resigned. Dated 29th Sep-
tember 1865.

9th Administrative Battalion of Lancashire Rifle
Volunteers.

Major James Fenton Greenall, of the 9th Lanca-
shire Rifle Volunteer Corps, to be Lieutenant-
Colonel (retaining his Commission as Major in
the 9th Lancashire Rifle Volunteer Corps).
Dated 25th September 1865.

51st Lancashire Rifle Volunteer Corps.
James McDonald Bell, gent, to be Lieutenant.

Dated 12th August 1865.
Stanley Banning, gent, to be Ensign. Dated

12th August 1865.

Commission signed by Her Majesty's Commis-
sioners of Lieutenancy for the City of London.

London Rifle Volunteer Brigade.
John Benjamin Walker to be Honorary Quarter-

master. Dated 20th September 1865.

Commission signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
County of Middlesex.

Civil Service Rifle Volunteer Corps.
• George Fawn to be Ensign. Dated 30th Septem-

ber 1865.

[The following Appointments are substituted for
those which appeared in the Gazette of the 1 Oth
instant.]

Commissions signed by the Lord Lieutenant of the
Tower Hamlets.

3d Tower Hamlets Rifle Volunteer Corps.
Ensign Thomas N. Day to be Lieutenant, vice

Lowry, promoted. Dated 5th October 1865.
Robert Horace Powys to be Ensign, vice Day,

promoted. Dated 5th October 18.6.5.
7th Tower Hamlets Rifle Volunteer Corps.

Joseph Ludbrook to be Lieutenant, vice Johnson,
promoted. Dated 18th August 1865.

The Lords Commissioners of Her Majesty's-
Treasury having certified to the Commissioners
for the Reduction of the National Debt, in pur-
suance of the Act 10 Geo. IV., >c. 27, sec. 1, that'
the actual surplus revenue of the United Kingdom
of Great Britain and Ireland, beyond the actual
expenditure thereof for the year ended the 30th
day of June 1865, amounted to the sum of two
millions four hundred and ninety-six thousand
eight hundred and forty-nine pounds ten shillings
and fourpence.

The Commissioners for the Reduction of the
National Debt hereby give notice, that the sum of
six hundred and twenty-four thousand two hun-
dred and twelve pounds seven shillings and seven
pence, being one-fourth part of the said surplus ,of
two millions four hundred and ninety-six thousand
eight hundred and forty-nine pounds ten shillings
and fourpence, will be applied under "the provi-
sions of the said Act, between the llth day of
October 1865 and the 31st day of December
1865, to the following purposes; viz. :—

To be applied towards the Re- £ s. d.
. duction of the National Debt 624,212 7 7

Add Interest receivable on
account of Donations and
Bequests to be applied to
the purchase of Stock ... 6,531 4 3

£630,743 11 10

A. Y. SPEARMAN, Comptroller-General.
National Debt Office, October 11, 1865.

BANKRUPTS
FROM THE LONDOX GAZETTK.

BANKRUPTCIES AWARDKD.
Frederick Tubben, (also sued and committed as Frederick

Tueben,) formerly of 9, Albany Road, Camberwell,
Surrey, and having Offices at 56 and 39, Great Tower
Street, London, then of 2, South Street, Peckham,
Surrey, having Offices at, and late of 90, Newgate Street,
both in London, general merchant, a prisoner for debt
in the Debtors' Prison for London and Middlesex,
London, (in formi pauperls).

Charles Burne, formerly of 32, Seymour Place, Bryan-
stone Square, then of 111, High Street, Hoxton, sta-
tioner and tobacconist, then of 6, Cardinal Terrace,
Ball's Pond Road, Kingsland, cheesemonger, but now
of 75, Old Street, Saint Luke's, all in Middlesex, .sta-
tioner and tobacconist, a prisoner for debt in the
Debtors' Prison for London and Middlesex, (in form£
pauperis).

John Doggett, of 26, Quebec Street, Marylebone Road,
St Pancras, Middlesex, commission agent for horse
racing transactions, a prisoner for debt in the Debtors'
Prison for London and Middlesex, (in form& pauperis).



1274 THE EDINBUKGH GAZETTE, OCTOBER 17, 1865.

Sarah Davis, formerly of 34, Havant Street, afterwards
of 21, Russell Street, both in Portsmouth, Hants, hosier
and outfitter, afterwards of 254, City Road, but now of
12, Edward Street, Charrington Park, Mile End, both
in Middlesex, out of business, a prisoner for debt in the
Debtors' Prison for London and Middlesex, (in forma
pauperis).

Thomas Vincent Wood, carrying on business and known
as Thomas William Baker, lodging at The Grapes,
Three Fox Passage, Newgate Market, London, previ-
ously of 58, Haymarket, St James, formerly of 7,
Euston Road, Saint Pancras, and formerly of Bagnigge
Wells Road, all in Middlesex, also carrying on business
at 64, Great Homer Street and Tailor Street, and of 14,
Nelson Street, and 64, Warwick Street, and 48, North-
umberland Street, and 7, Carl-ton Street, and Pitt
Street, and Mill Street, afterwards of 7, Hardy Street,
and Burlington Street, all in Liverpool, Lancashire,
dairyman and cattle dealer,

Henry Castle, of 25A, Edward Square, Kensington,
Middlesex, cab proprietor.

Henri James Dray ton, (known as Henri Dray ton,) for-
merly of Liverpool, Lancashire, lessee of the Queen's
Operetta House, then of 4, Compton Road, Islington,
and next and now of 41, Great Ormond Street, Blooms-
bury, both in Middlesex, vocalist, part of the time
travelling in the provinces, giving an entertainment
entitled the Federals and Confederates, and also of
The Polygraphic Hall, King William Street, Strand,
Middlesex.

Maurice Abrahams, formerly of 11, Bedford Court,
Covent Garden, furniture dealer, then and now 354,
Strand, furniture dealer and billiard table keeper, both
in Middlesex.

Solomon Alexander Blumenthal, of 53, Great Prescott
Street, Goodman's Fields, and at 11, Gray Street, Phil-
pott Street, Commercial Road East, both in Middlesex,
hair manufacturer and curler, also trading as M. Blu-
menthal & Son, at the before mentioned places as hair
manufacturers and curlers.

Edward Isaac Brooker, of 1, Strewan Place, King's Road,
Chelsea, Middlesex, carpenter and builder.

Alfred Bryant, of 109, New Church Road, Camberwell,
previously of 67, Royal Terrace, Kenuington Park,
and 47, Weyruouth Street, New Kent Road, all in

.• Surrey, and 1, Chapel Lane, Gravasend, Kent, and for-
merly of 50, Chandos Street, Strand, Middlesex, com-
mission agent and traveller to a tea merchant, previ-

.. ously a refreshment house keeper.
John Wernham and Joseph Watts, of 6, Shepherd's Lane,

Hornet-ton, Middlesex, confectioners.
Henry Fildew, of 11, Brooks Street, Euston Road, Mid-

dlesex, coachbuilder.
Charles Krauss, of 9, Booth Street, Spitalfields, Middle-

sex, formerly of 46, Leadenhall Street, London, mer-
chant, trading under the style or firm of C. Krauss
& Co.

Antonio Richard Thomas Norman (also known as Arthur
Baildon,) formerly of Rochester, Kent, manager of a
theatre, then and now of 12, Brook Street, Hargrave
Square, Bermondsey, Surrey, vocalist.

Martha Barr, of 38, Artillery Place, Woolwich, Kent,
baker.

William West, of Ash, Kent, saddler and harness maker.
Charles Edouard Sapolin, of Willow Lodge, Sheen Vale,

and late of 3, Sheen Vale, formerly of Woodbine Cottage,
all in Mortlake, Surrey, professor of languages.

William Taylor, formerly of 9, Euston Mews, Euston
Square, afterwards of 3, St George's Mews, Primrose
Hill, afterwards of 11, Sandwich Street, Burton
Crescent, cab proprietor, but now of 4, Williams Mews,
Mary Street, Hampstead Road, all in Middlesex, for-
merly a cab proprietor, but now a cab driver.

James Tevendale, formerly of Salmon's Lane, Limehouse,
grocer and cheesemonger, afterwards of the Prince of
Prussia, York Road, Stepney, licensed victualler, but
now of 14, Homer Road, Hackney, all in Middlesex,
out of business.

Charles Blay, of 13, Owen's Row, Clerkenwell, Middlesex,

f old chain maker,
u Bristow, of 201, Hampstead Road, Middlesex, for-

merly of 95, East Lane, Bermondsey, .then of 57,
Gainsford Street, Horsleydown, both in Surrey, then of
Elmer's End, Beckenham, Kent, cooper's clerk and
dealer in oil, late in the custody of the Sheriff of Surrey,
at 57, George Street, Blackfriars Road, Surrey, now a
prisoner for debt in Horsemonger Lane Gaol.

'Edward Godfrey Fosbery, late" of 6, Stockwell Green,
Stockwell, but now of 50, Great Bland Street, Dover
Road, Southwark, both in Surrey, out of business.

Samuel William Hares, of 15, Theobald Street, New Kent
Jloadj Surrey, journeyman carpenter.

George Burton, of 13, Church Street, Islington, cheese-
monger's assistant, then of 9, Rochester Terrace, High
Street, Stoke Newington, all in Middlesex, eating-house
keeper.

John Kitchener, the younger, late of 15, Camden Terrace,
also at 18, Camden Street, both in Islington Green, in
partnership with John Kitchener, the elder, under the
name, style, or firm of Kitchener & Son, now of 53,
Colebrook Row, Islington Green, all in Middlesex,
tailor and draper.

Edward Withers, of 28, John's Mews, Little James Street,
Bedford Row, Holborn, Middlesex, job master.

John Martin, late of Bradley, near Bilston, Stafford,
licensed victualler, a prisoner for debt in the Gaol at
Stafford.

Joseph Beasley, of Bickenhill, Warwick, steel manufac-
turer.

George Charles Hick, of Bradford, York, commission
agent.

Joseph Wetherell, of Middles borough, York, school-
master.

Paul Fletcher, of Dewsbury, York, -wool and hair mer-
chant.

Frederick William Wilson, of Sheffield, York, attorney
and solicitor.

Thomas Calow, of Aldine Court, High Street, engineer
and machinist, and late of the Cambridge Hotel, Cam-
bridge Street, both in Sheffield, York, publican, engineer,
and machinist.

John Tapson, of 23, Ray Street, Liverpool, Lancaster,
licensed victualler, and late a prisoner for debt in the
Liverpool Borough Gaol at Walton, Lancaster.

Jacob Hartinan, of 4, Woodlands Terrace, Birkenhead,
Chester, and formerly of 70, Byz'ora Street, Liverpool,
Lancaster, boot, shoe, and cigar dealer, now or lately
carrying on bvisiness in copartnership with Thomas
Spurr, lately adjudicated a bankrupt, under the style
or firm of Thomas Spurr & Company, at 70, Byroin
Street aforesaid.

Andrew Binny, of Fazakerley, and late of 30, Moorfields,
Liverpool, both in Lancaster, merchant.

Edward Robertson Ward, formerly of Exeter College,
then of New Inn Hall, both in Oxford, afterwards of
Edinburgh, comedian, since then residing at 66, Char-
lotte Street, Fitzroy Square, Middlesex, gentleman,
and now residing at 55, Ackers Street, Greenheys,
Manchester, comedian.

Samuel McMillan, of Bridge Street, Boltou, Lancaster,
tailor and draper.

Edmund Moss, of Knott Mill, Manchester, machine
broker, and lately carrying on business at Newton, near
Hyde, Chester, in copartnership with Frederick Appleby,
as glue manufacturers, under the style or firm of
Appleby & Company, and lately carrying on business at
Hyde aforesaid, innkeeper.

John Stringer, of Droylsden, Lancaster, millwright and
engineer.

George Newey, of the King's Arms Inn, Harborne,
Stafford, licensed victualler.

John Hei.ry Sheppard, residing at 49, Blucher Street,
previously at 4, Albion Place, New John Street West,
both in Birmingham, Warwick, tailor's foreman.

Thomas Gilkerson, late of 2, Pleasant Street, Liverpool,
now at 55, Clarence Grove, Everton, near Liverpool,
both in Lancaster, licensed victualler, and late a pri-
soner for debt in the Liverpool Borough Gaol at
Walton, Lancaster.

James Flanagan, of 4, Great Charlotte Street, Liverpool,
Lancaster, boot and shoe maker and dealer.

James Langan, of 60, Crosshall Street, Liverpool, Lan-
caster, and having a stall in Saint John's Market,
poulterer, and occasionally dealing in game.

Moses Pierce, of the Blue Bell, Acrefair, Kuabon, Denbigh,
beerseller, provision dealer, and collier.

Charles Cousins, formerly of 9, Cottage Grove, and now of
8, Peel Street, both at Southsea, Hants, clerk to a soli-
citor, also an insurance and commission agent,

James Logan, of 10, Ridge Street, Landport, Portsea,
shipwright in Her Majesty's dockyard at Portsea, and
carrying on business as a boat builder at Aylward
Street, Portsea, all in Hants.

Charles Bennett, of 8, Court, Solly Street, Sheffield,
York, spring knife manufacturer.

William Kowdon, of Whitstable, Kent, master mariner.
Thomas Jones, of Ettingshall, Sedgley, Stafford, farmer,

cowkeeper, mijk salesman, and contractor.
George Oakea, of Ossett Common, South Ossett, Dews-

bury, York, warehouseman.
John Elliott, of 272, Bute Street, Cardiff, Glamorgan,

beer and eating house keeper.
John Joseph Moore, of Farnworth, Lancaster, tin plate,

worker and gasfitter.
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Michael Hinds, lately lodging at the Two Trees Inn,
Wilder Street, Bristol, now a prisoner for debt in the
Gaol of Bristol, (in forma pauperis).

Charles Frampton, of Ambush Street, St James' End,
Dallington, Northampton, beerseller and shopkeeper.

John Jackson Bryson, cabinetmaker, (formerly carrying
on business under the name of John Bryson,) at 2,

. "Jones Street, Salford, next at Austin Street, and after-
wards at 28, Ton man Street, both in Manchester, and
resiiding first at Trafalgar Place, Salford aforesaid, then
at Gibson Street, Ardwick, and now at Byrom Street,
both in Manchester aforesaid.

James Sturgess, late of 8, West View, Openshaw, pre-
viously of Wellington Street, Ardwick, Manchester,

•.. journeyman clogger, formerly of Wovenden Street,
Openshaw aforesaid, grocer, provision dealer, and
clogger, and late a prisoner for debt in the Manchester
City Gaol, (in forma pauperis).

Abraham Singleton, at 20, Albert Street, Lower King
Street, Manchester, Lancaster, painter.

David Cooper, late residing at James Street, Gorton
Brook, previously of Ashtou Road, formerly of Eilge
Lane, both in Opeushaw, previously of Pilkington Row,
and formerly of Cooper Street, both in Runcorn, brick-
maker, and late a prisoner for debt in the Manchester
City Gaol, (in forma pauperis). .

John Charles Wroath, of Truro, Cornwall, smith and
grocer.

Thomas Williams, of Devoran, Feock, Cornwall, farm
labourer.

George Eyre, of Brook Street, Derby, butcher.
Joseph Buxton, of Bold Street, previously thereto of Rose

Street, before then at Bryan Street, and carrying on
business at Bath Street, all in Hanley, Stafford, as a
joiner and builder.

William Goss, of Crediton, Devon, labourer.

William Warren, of the Rookery, . near Hidsgrovoj.
Wolstanton, Stafford, beerseller and labourer.

Richard Carter, of Cundall Lodge, near Dorobridge, out of
business, and formerly of Little Smeaton, both in York,
farmer.

Richard Bulleyment, of Winterton, Lincoln, butcher,
grocer, and shopkeeper.

William Fell, of Staveley, Kendal, Westmorland, bobbin
turner. %

Edward Jones, of Penygraig Farm, Trevor, Ucha^
Llangollen, Denbigh, farmer, lime burner, and quarry-
man.

Charles Moore, of 6, Neptune Terrace, Marine Town;
. Stieerness, Kent, leading-man of fitters in Her Majesty's
Dockyard at Sheerness aforesaid.

William Challis, of Rayne Street, Felstead, Essex,
butcher and baker.

John Bond, of New Street, Walsall, Stafford, covered
harness furniture manufacturer.

Alfred Williams of Handford, Trentham, Stafford,
labourer, and formerly dealer in potatoes.

Henry Moore, of Albion Place, Stafford, joiner and assist-
ant clerk of the Post-office.

Joseph Goodman, of Cranfield, Bedford, late a publican,
dealer in grains, and also a common carrier, but now an

- agricultural labourer.
Henry Augustus Niblett, of 42, Terminus Place, East-;

bourne, Sussex, photographic artist.
Henry Lees Sladin, formerly of 3, Grafton Street, carry-

ing on business in Hurst, with Thomas William Sladin,
under the firm of Sladin. Brothers, cotton manufac-
turers, afterwards of the Globe Inn, Stamford Street,
all in or near Ashton-uuder-Lyne, Lancaster, licensed
victualler, now of 3, Grafton Street aforesaid, journey-
man millwright.

B A N K OF E N G L A N D .

AX A C C O U N T , pursuant to the Act 7th and 8th Victoria, cap. 32, for the Week eiiding
on Wednesday the llth day of October I865i

ISSUE D E P A R T M E N T .

Notes issued 26,606,340

£26,606,340

Government Debt,
Other Securities,
Gold Coin and Bullion,
Silver Bullion,

£
11,015,100
3,634,900

11,956,340

£26,606,340

W. MILLER, Chief Cashier*
Dated the 12th day of October 1865.

B A N K I N G DEPARTMENT.

I

Proprietors' Capital 14,553,000 | Government Securities (including
Rest 3,134,060 j
Public Deposits, (including Exchequer,

Savings' Banks, Commissioners of
National Debt, and Dividend
Accounts) 7,228,737

Other Deposits 13,506,498
Seven days and other Bills 549,574

£38,971,869

Dated the 12th day of October 1865.

Dead Weight Annuity) 9,811,242
Other Securities 24,086,476
Notes , 4,249,145
Gold and Silver Coin 780,006

£38,971,869

W. MILLER/ Chief Cashier.
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AN AGO 0 U N T of the Importations and Exportation of Bullion and Specie,;
registered in the Week ended llth October 1865.

Countries from which
Imported.

Belgium .

Portugal • • • • • «•••••• . . .
Morocco « • . » « . • ......
British Possessions on GoldCoast

United States of America

Aggregateof the Importations )
registered in the Week ... /

Approximate Value of the}
said Importations computed >
at the rates specified below j

Rates of Valuation, per ounce

Countries to which
Exported.

Franco

Brazil
Argentine Confederation
Other Countries . ...... .......

Aggregate of the Exporta- )
tions registered in the Week J

Approximate Value of the said ]
Exportation computed at v
the rates specified below... j

Rates of Valuation, per ounce

Imported into the United Kingdom.

GOLD.

Coin.

Ounces.
75
75

1,028
428
192

18,341

• M'

20,139

£
76,804

£ s. d.
3 10 0

to
3 17 10£

Bullion.

Ounces.

1,750

"*148
2,675

118,739
3,000

250

126,562

£
503,480

£ s. d.
3 10 0

to
4 0 0

Total.

Ounces.
75

1,825
1,028

576
2,867

118,739
21,341

250

146,701

£
580,284

...

SILVER.

Coin.

Ounces.

26,960
540

5,000
2,115

6,400
n

41,026

£
10,209

s. d.
4 111

to
5 I

Bullion.

Ounces.
51,200

51,200

£
13,973

s. d.

5 5£

Total.

Ounces.
^51,200
26,960

540
5,000
2,115

6,400
11

92,226

£
24,182

...

Exported from the United Kingdom.

GOLD.

Coin.

British.

Ounces.

7,543
50,500

300

58,343

£
227,173

£ s. d,
31710^

Foreign..

Ounces.
350

1,250
250

1,850

£ '
7,053

£ s. d.
3 16 3

Bullion

Ounces.
583

583

£
2,172

£ s. d.
3 14 6

Total.

Ounces.
933

7,543
50,500

1,250
550

60,776

£
236,398

£ s. d.

SILVER.

Coin.

British.

Ounces.

11,600

11,600

£
2,948

s. d.
5 1

Foreign.

Ounces.
33,800
87,000

1,800

122,600

£
30,458

s. d.
4 11|

Bullion.

Ounces.

158,000
32,000

20000

210,000

£
57,313

s. d.
5 5£

Total.

Ounces.
33,800

245,000
32,000

33.400

344,200

£
90,719

...

EDW. BERNARD,
Assistant Inspector-General of Imports and Exports,

Office of the Inspector-General of Imports and Exports,
Custom-House, London, 12th October 1863.
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HOPEMAN HAEBOUE.

(Application for Provisional Order for powers to
improve existing Harbour, to levy or alter Tolls,
to borrow money, and for other purposes.)

NOTICE is Hereby Given, That in pursuance
of the Provisions of " The General Pier and

Harbour Act, 1861," and "The General Pier and
Harbour Act, 1861, Amendment Act," application
is intended to be made to the Lords of the Com-
mittee of Her Majesty's Privy Council for Trade
and Foreign Plantations (hereinafter called the
" Board of Trade"), by a Memorial, to be deposited
in the office of the said Board on or before the
23d day of December, 1865, praying for a Pro-
visional Order to constitute the promoter or pro-
moters, and such person or persons, or body or
bodies corporate as shall be named in said
Memorial, a corporate body or a proper Harbour
authority within the meaning of the several
Public General Acts relating to Piers and Har-
bours, for all or some of the following objects,
viz. :—

To maintain, deepen, and improve the Harbour
of Hopeman, in the Parish of Duffus, and County
of Elgin, and to maintain and improve the several
Quays, Piers, Warehouses, Offices, and other Works
at present existing there.

To construct and maintain, in connection with
the said Piers and Harbour, Quays, Wharves,
Jetties, Landing places, Approaches, Warehouses,
Offices, and other Works and Conveniences.

To levy Tolls, Eates, and Duties upon, or in
respect of the said Piers, Harbour, and Works,
and to alter existing Tolls, Eates or Duties.

To confer, vary, or extinguish exemptions from
the payment of such Tolls, Eates, or Duties, and
to confer, vary, or extinguish other rights and
privileges.

To erect and maintain Cranes, Weighing
Machines, Sheds, and Warehouses; and to levy
and collect rates and charges for the use of the
same respectively, and for the use of moorings
belonging to the Harbour authority.

To Borrow on Mortgage or Bond any Moneys
which may be required for the purposes of the said
Povisional Order.

To constitute the Harbour authority the proper
Pilotage authorities for the Harbour of Hopeman,
and to fix the Limits thereof, and to grant all the
Powers and Privileges authorised by " The Mer-
chant Shipping Act, 1854," "The Merchant
Shipping Act Amendment Act, 1855," and " The
Merchant Shipping Act Amendment Act, 1862."

And Notice is Hereby Further Given, that on
or before the 30th day of November 1865, a Copy
of this Advertisement, with a Plan of the said
Harbour, will be deposited for public inspection
with the principal Sheriff-Clerk of the County of
Elgin, at his Office in Elgin, at the Custom House
in Inverness (being the Custom House of the Port
of Hopeman), and also in the Office of the Board
of Trade, Whitehall, London.

Printed Copies of the Draft Provisional Order
will be furnished by the Agents for the Promoters
at their Offices, as under, to all persons applying
for the same on and after the 23d December 1865,
at the Price of One Shilling each.

Dated this llth day of October 1865.
MARTIN & LESLIE,

27, Abingdon Street, Westminster,
Parliamentary Agents.

INTIMATION is Hereby Given that WILLIAM
DINGWALL FORDYCE, Esquire of Brucklay,

Heir of Entail in possession of the Lands, Baronies,
and Others, lying in the Parish of Auchreddie, other-
wise New Deer, and Sheriffdom of Aberdeen, has
presented a Petition to the Lords of Council and
Session (Second Division, Junior Lord Ordinary,
—Mr Drysdale, Clerk), in terms of the Act llth
and 12th Viet., cap. 36, entituled 'An Act for the
' Amendment of the Law of Entail in Scotland,'
and of the Act 16th and 17th Victoria, cap. 94,
entituled ' An Act to Extend the Benefits of the
* Act of the llth and 12th years of the Eeign of
' Her present Majesty for the Amendment of the
' Law of Entail in Scotland,' for authority (1) to
charge the Fee and Eents of part of the Entailed
Lands and Estates of BRUCKLAY, and Others,
corresponding to the sums specified in a Bond of
Provision executed by the deceased Alexander
Dingwall Fordyce, Esquire of Brucklay, of date
the 5th May 1862, and registered in the Books
of Council and Session the 25th July 1864,
other than the Mansion-house, Offices, and Policies
thereof, which part, in terms of the 23d section of
the said Act llth and 12th Victoria, cap. 36, is
set forth in a Schedule annexed to said Petition,
with the amount of the Provisions contained in
said Bond, by granting a Bond and Disposition
in Security, or Bonds and Dispositions in Security,
over such part of the said Entailed Lands of
Brucklay and others, for, or to the extent of the
sum of L. 18,000, with interest thereon, at the
rate of 5 per cent, from the date of the said Bond
and Disposition in Security, or Bonds and Dis-
positions in Security, and with corresponding
penalties; and (2) to charge the Fee and Eents
of part of the said Entailed Lands and Estates of
Brucklay and others, also set forth in a Schedule
annexed to said Petition, other than as aforesaid
with the sums of L.3,580, 3s. 4d. and L. 3,500, by
granting a Bond and Disposition in Security over
such part of the said Entailed Lands and Estates
and others, to the parties mentioned in said Peti-
tion, with interest at the rate, and with corre-
sponding penalties as aforesaid,—all in terms of
the said Statutes :—On which Petition the Lord
Ordinary officiating on the Bills pronounced an
Interlocutor, dated 12th October 1865, whereby
his Lordship, inter alia, appointed the Petition to
be advertised in the Edinburgh Gazette, and in
the North British Advertiser and Aberdeen
Journal Newspapers.

W. & J. COOK, W.S.,
Agents for the Petitioner.

32, Abercromby Place,
Edinburgh, 13th October 1865.

THE COLONIAL LIFE ASSURANCE COMPANY.

A Provisional Agreement having been entered
into between The STANDARD LIFE ASSUR-

ANCE COMPANY and The COLONIAL LIFE ASSUR-
ANCE COMPANY for an Amalgamation of their
Business, which Agreement was approved and
confirmed at a Special General Meeting of the
Colonial Life Assurance Company, held on the
22d day of May 1865 ; and a Eequisition having
since been addressed to me by the requisite number
of Partners of the said Colonial Life Assurance
Company, requesting me to call two Special
Meetings of the said Company, to resolve
authorise the Dissolution of said Company, ii
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of the Contract of Copartnery, with the view of
carrying out the foresaid Amalgamation,—

Therefore I do hereby Give Notice,
That a Special General Meeting of the Colonial Life

Assurance Company will be held in their Office,
No. 5, George Street, Edinburgh, on Monday the
llth day of December 1865, at'Two o'clock After-
noon, for the purpose of resolving on, and authoris-
ing such Dissolution ; and

That a Second Special General Meeting of the said
Colonial Life Assurance Company will be held in
the same place, on Monday the 19th day of March
1866, at Two o'clock Afternoon, for the same
purpose.

By Order of the Directors,

WILL. THOs. THOMSON, Actuary.

Edinburgh, 5, George Street,
24th May 1865.

NOTICE.
COLONEL ALEXANDER SEBASTIAN LEITH
Vy HAY of Rannes, C.B., Heir of Entail in posses-
sion of the Lands and Barony of RANNES, lying within
the Parishes of Kinnethmont, Leslie, Premnay, Insch,
and Keig, and County of Aberdeen, has presented a
Petition to the Sheriff of Aberdeenshire, in terms of the
Act 3d and 4th Viet., c. 48, entituled ' An Act to enable
' Proprietors of Entailed Estates to Feu or Lease on long
' leases portions of the same for the building of Churches
' and Schools, and for Dwelling-houses and Gardens for
' the Ministers and Masters thereof,' praying him to
interpone his authority to the said Colonel Alexander
Sebastian Leith Hay granting a FEU-CHARTER of a
PIECE of GROUND lying in the PARISH of INSCH,
being part of said Estate, to Colonel Charles Leslie of
Balquhain, K.H.,and Others, as Heritors of Lands in
the Parish of Insch, in trust for the purpose of erecting
and maintaining a School on said piece of ground, to be
used and occupied as the PARISH SCHOOL of INSCJH,
including a Play-ground in connection therewith: On
which Petition the Sheriff-Substitute has pronounced the
following Interlocutor :—' Aberdeen, 23d September 1865.
' —Having considered the foregoing Petition appoints the
' same to be intimated to the said George Gatherer,
' Writer, Elgin, as Agent and Factor for the said James
' Leith Hay, the Heir of Entail next in order of succes-
1 sion to the Petitioner, the said Colonel Alexander
' Sebastian Leith Hay, in the Entailed Estates specified
' in the Petition ; farther, appoints Notice of the Petition
1 having been presented to be given, by publishing an
4 abbreviate of its terms in the Edinburgh Gazette, and
* in the Aberdeen Herald Newspaper three times at
' intervals of fourteen days,—all in terms of the Act
4 Third and Fourth of the Queen, Chapter 48.'

(Signed) ' W. WATSON.'
Of all which Intimation is hereby given.

STRONACH & DUGUID,
Advocates iu Aberdeen, Agents.

Aberdeen, 30th September 1865.

N O T I C E is Hereby Given that W I L L I A M
BEVERLEY, presently residing in London, some-

time Merchant in Aberdeen, and a Partner of the Firm
of PHILIP, HAY, & COMPANY, Drapers there, has pre-
sented a Petition to the Sheriff of Aberdeenshire craving
to be discharged of all debts and obligations contracted by
him, or for which he was liable, either as an Individual or
as a Partner of said Firm, at the date of the seques-
tration of his estates on 14th October 1863; and that the
Sheriff-Substitute, by Interlocutor of this date, appointed
the said Petition to be intimated in the Edinburgh
Gazette, and by circular to each Creditor, in terms of the
Statute. JOHN THOMSON,

Procurator for Petitioner.
Aberdeen, October 16,1865.

WILLIAM FERGUS M'CUBBIN, Writer in Ayr,
Trustee on the sequestrated estate of ROBERT

BOYLE, Potter, and residing in Ayr, hereby intimates
that the Commissioners have postponed a dividend until
the recurrence of another statutory period, and dispensed
with circulars being sent to the Creditors.

W. F. M'CuBBii?-, Trustee.
Ayr, October 16, 1865.

NOTICE.
nHHE Estates of MRS MARY M'DONALD or
JL BARRON, Tenant of the Commercial Hotel, Inver-

ness, an an Individual, and as Executrix of the deceased
James Barron, sometime Tenant of the Commercial Hotel,
Inverness, were sequestrated on the 13th day of October
1865, by the Sheriff of the County of Inverness.

The first deliverance is dated 13th October 1865,
The meeting to elect the Trustee and Commissioners

is to be held at 12 o'clock noon, on Wednesday the 25th
day of October 1865, within the Union Hotel, Inverness.

A composition may be offered at this meeting ; and
to entitle Creditors to the first dividend, their oaths
and grounds of debt must be lodged on or before the 13th
day of February 1866.

A Warrant of Protection has been granted to the Bank-
rupt.

All future Advertisements relating to this sequestration
will be published in the Edinburgh Gazette alone.

JAMES ANDERSON, Solicitor, Inverness,
Agent.

Inverness, October 13, 1865.

mHE Estates of WILLIAM EGLINTON, Drysalter
JL and Grocer, Saint Andrew's Street, Glasgow, were

sequestrated on the 13th day of October 1865, by the
Sheriff of Lanarkshire.

The first deliverance is dated 13th October 1865.
The meeting to elect the Trustee and Commissioners

is to be held ou Tuesday the 24th day of October 1865, at
12 o'clock noon, within the Faculty Hall, Saint
George's Place, Glasgow.

A composition may be offered at this meeting ; and to
entitle Creditors to the first dividend, their oaths and
grounds of debt must be lodged on or before the 13th day
of February 1866.

A Warrant of Protection has been granted to the
Bankrupt.

All future Advertisements relating to this sequestration
will be published in the Edinburgh Gazette alone.

WM. MURDOCH, Writer,
33, Renfield Street, Glasgow, Agent-

THE Estates of ALEXANDER M'DONALD, Con-
tractor, Hamilton, in the County of Lanark, were

sequestrated on the 16th day of October 1865, by the
Sheriff of the County of Lanark.

The first deliverance is dated 16th October 1865.
The meeting to elect the Trustee and Commissioners

is to be held at three o'clock afternoon, on Tuesday the
24th day of October 1865, within the Hamilton Arms
Inn, Hamilton.

A composition may be offered at this meeting; and to
entitle Creditors to the first dividend, their oaths and
grounds of debt must be lodged on or before the 16th
day of February 1866.

A Warrant of Protection has been granted - to the
Bankrupt till the meeting for election of the Trustee.

All future Advertisements relating to this sequestration
will be published in the Edinburgh Gazette alone.

WM. BKOWB, Solicitor, Hamilton,
Agent.

nnHE Estates of PETER LESLIE, Grocer and Spirit
JL Dealer, Tranent, and Grocer, Elphiugston, residing

in Tranent, all in the County of Haddington, were
sequestrated on the 16th day of October 1865, by the
Sheriff of Haddington and Berwick.

The first deliverance is dated 16th October 1865.
The meeting to elect the Trustee and Commissioners

is to be held at 12 o'clock noon, on Saturday the 28th
day of October 1865, within the Sheriff-Court-room,
County Buildings, Haddingtou.

A composition may be offered at this meeting ; and to
entitle Creditors to the first dividend, their oaths and
grounds of debt must be lodged oti or before the 16th day
of February 1866.

A Warrant of Protection has been granted to the Bank-
rupt.

All future Advertisements relating to this sequestration
will be published in the Edinburgh Gazette alone.

JAMES STOBIB, Writer, Haddington,
Agent.

SEQUESTRATION of THOMAS M'ARTHUR, some-'
time Grocer, now Ironmonger in Dumbarton.

TAMES MALCOLM, Accountant in Glasgow, has been
<tl elected Trustee on the estate ; and Thomas M'Neil,
Merchant, Dumbarton, James Taylor, Ironmonger, Glas-
gow, and James KL. Grange, Merchant in Glasgow, have
been elected Commissioners. The examination of the
Bankrupt will take place within the Sheriff-Court-house,
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Dumbarton, on Monday the 23d day of October current,
at 12 o'clock noon. The Creditors will meet in the Cham-
bers of the said James Malcolm, No. 51, St Vincent
Street, Glasgow, on Wednesday the 1st day of November
fcext, at one o'clock afternoon. And to entitle Creditors
to the first dividend their oaths and claims will require to
be lodged in the hands of the Trustee on or before the
8th day of January 1866. At that meeting the Creditors
will be called on to receive and consider the resignation of
office by the Trustee.

JAMES MALCOLM, Trustee.
51, St Vincent Street,

Glasgow, October 16, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of MRS JANE MACLEAN or
MACKECHNIE, Draper in Campbelltown, Spouse of
Archibald MacKechnie, formerly Shipmaster in Liver-
pool, and now or lately a Patient in the Royal Edin-
burgh Asylum for the Insane.

MONCRIEFF MITCHELL, Accountant in Glasgow,
has been elected Trustee on the estate; and

William Russell, Woollen Manufacturer in Glasgow, and
Alexander Clapperton, Warehouseman there, have been
elected Commissioners. The examination of the Bankrupt
will take place in the Sheriff-Court-house, Campbelltown,
on Friday the 20th day of October 1865, at one o'clock
afternoon. The Creditors will meet in the Writing-cham-
bers of Messrs Mitchell & Watson, Accountants, 4,
National Bank Buildings, Glasgow, on Monday the 30th
day of October, at 12 o'clock noon. To entitle Creditors
fco the first dividend their oaths and grounds of debt must
be lodged on or before the 18th day of January 1866.

MONCRIEFF MITCHELL, Trustee;
Glasgow, October 12, 1865.

A LEXANDER STRONACH, Junior, Advocate in
_OL. Aberdeen, Trustee on the sequestrated estate of
JOHN STEWART, Brewer, Virginia Street, Aberdeen,
hereby calls a meeting of the Creditors to be held within
the Trustee's Office, 20, Belmont Street, Aberdeen, on
Thursday the 9th day of November next, at two o'clock
afternoon, to consider as to an application to be made for
the Trustee's discharge.

AL. STRONACH, Junr. Trustee.
Aberdeen, October 13, 1865.

In the Sequestration of JOHN SIMPSON, Schoolmaster
of the Parish of Kilmadock, Perthshire.

IN terms of the Bankruptcy Acts the Trustee hereby
calls a meeting of the Bankrupt's Creditors to be held

on Thursday the 26th day of October current, at 12 o'clock
noon, within the Writing-chambers of Messrs Chrystal &
Monteath, King Street, Stirling, for the purpose of consid-
ering as to the Bankrupt's application to the Lord Ordi-
nary on the Bills for a discharge in the sequestration
without composition, and resolving whether or not the
discharge ought to be granted.

CHRYSTAL & MONTEATH, Agents for Trustee.
Stirling, October 16, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of CHARLES CLARK, Solicitor
before the Supreme Courts of Scotland, lately residing
at No. 51, Castle Street, Edinburgh, now deceased.

AS Trustee on the sequestrated estates of the said
deceased Charles Clark, I hereby call a general

meeting of the Creditors on said estate to be held within
Lyon & Turnlmll's Rooms, No. 51, George Street, Edin-
burgh, upon Thursday the 9th day of November 1865, at
three o'clock afternoon, to consider as to an application
to be made by me for my discharge as Trustee foresaid.

DAV. S. SHIRESS, Trustee.
Edinburgh, October 17, 1S65.

SEQUESTRATION of ROBERT ADAMSON DAKERS,
Coachbuilder, Brechin-

AS Trustee on the sequestrated estate of Robert Adam-
son Dakera, Coachbuilder in Brechin, I hereby call a

general meeting of the Creditors on said estate to be held
within the Commercial Hotel, Brechin, on Thursday 9th
November next, at 12 o'clock noon, to consider as to an
application to be made by me for my discharge as Trustee
foresaid. WM. WHITSON, Trustee.

Brechin, October 16, 1865.

FTHHE Trustee on the sequestrated estate of THOMAS
JL KING, Draper in Hamilton, hereby intimates that

on Monday the 4th day of December next he will pay,
•within the Chambers of Messrs Reid & Gait, Accountants,
8, Prince's Square, Glasgow, a third, equalizing, and final
dividend to the Creditors ranked.

JOHN C. REID, Trustee.
Glasgow, October 16, 1865.

ANGUS GREGORSON, Banker in Oban, Trustee on
the sequestrated estate of LACHLAN M'LEAN,

sometime Physician in Greenock, now Farmer at Arden-
trive, near Oban, hereby intimates that an account of his
intromissions with the funds of the estate, brought down
to the 29th ultimo, and states of the funds recovered and
of those outstanding as at the same date, have been made
up and examined by the Commissioners on said estate, in
terms of the Statute ; that he has examined the claims of
the several Creditors who have lodged their oaths and
grounds of debt on or before the 29th ultimo, and com-
pleted lists of those Creditors entitled to be ranked on the
funds of the said estate, and also of those Creditors whose
claims have been rejected in whole or in part; farther,
that a dividend will be paid to those Creditors whose claims
have been admitted by the Trustee, at his Office in Oban,
on the 30th day of November next.—Of all which Notice
is hereby given, in terms of the Statute.

ANGUS GREGORSON, Trustee.
Oban, October 12, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of BAXTER & YOUNG, Glass
Merchants and Glaziers, Findlay Street, Glasgow, and
Isaac Baxtsr and John Young, the Individual Partners
thereof.

npHE Trustee hereby intimates that an equalising, and
JL also a second dividend from the Company estate

will be due on Saturday 2d December 1865, and will be
paid at the Chambers of the Trustee on Tuesday 5th
December 1865. Further, that from an account of his
intromissions with the estates of the Individual Partners,
there appears to be no funds for division, and the Com-
missioners have declared accordingly.

GEORGE M'FARLANE, C.A., Trustee.
116, St Vincent Street, Glasgow,

October 16, 1865.
•
ILLIAM JOHNSTON, Accountant in Glasgow,

Trustee on the sequestrated estate of JOHN
DAVIDSON, Draper in Forfar, hereby intimates that an
equalizing and also a second and final dividend will be
paid from said estate, on. and after Saturday the 2d
December 1865, within the Office of Thomson & Johnston,
Accountants, 70, George Square, Glasgow. .

WM. JOHNSTON, Trustee.
70, George Square,

Glasgow, October 16, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of WILLIAM WYLIE, Builder,
Elderslie Street, Glasgow.

THE Commissioners have audited my accounts to the
2d instant, postponed the declaration of a dividend,

and dispensed with sending circulars to the Creditors.
JAMES WINK, Trustee.

Glasgow, October 16, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of DANIEL INGRAM, Builder in
Glasgow.

nnHE Commissioners have audited my accounts, brought
JL down to the 30th ultimo, postponed the declaration

of a dividend, and dispensed with sending circulars to the
Creditors. GEO. WINK.

Glasgow, October 16, 1865.

In the Sequestration of GEORGE GORDON HOPE
JOHNSTONE, Esquire, residing at the Hewk, Lock-
erbie, in the County of Dumfries.

riHHE Commissioners have audited my accounts to the
JL 29th ultimo, and postponed the declaration of a

dividend at this period.
J. SYMONS, Trustee.

Dumfries, October 13, 1865.

ROBERT M'CALLUM, Law-Agent in Ayr, Trustee
on the sequestrated estate of THOMAS ANDREW,

Farmer, Muirhouse, in the Parish of Monkton, and County
of Ayr, hereby intimates that his accounts, brought down
to the 2d current, have been audited by the Commission-
ers, who have postponed the declaration of a dividend till
the recurrence of another statutory period, and have dis-
pensed with sending circulars to the Creditors.

ROBT. M'CALLUM, Trustee.
Ayr, October 14, 1S65.

The Sequestration of* the Late JAMES ROCHEID, Esq.
of Inverleith.

npHE Commissioners have audited my accounts, brought
JL down to 1st October 1865, postponed declaration of

a dividend till next statutory period, and dispensed with
sending circulars to Creditors.

JAMES HOWDEN, Trustee.
Chambers, 5, North St David Street,

Edinburgh, October 17, 1865.
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DAVID ROSS, Agent at Dingwall for the Caledonian
Bank, Trustee on the sequestrated estate of the

Late Miss MARGARET ANN MACKENZIE, sometime
residing in Dingwall, hereby intimates that he has had no
intromissions with the funds of the estate from the 21st
day of June last to the 21st ultimo ; and farther, that the
only Commissioner on the estate died on the 9th day of
February 1864, and that a successor has not yet been
elected. DAVID Boss, Trustee.

Dingwall, October 4, 1865.

WALTER MACKENZIE, Accountant in Glasgow,
Trustee on the sequestrated estates of WILLIAM

THOMAS TEMPLETON, Merchant and Commission
Agent in Greenock, and residing in Glasgow, one of the
Partners of the Company of WILLIAM T. TEMPLETON &
COMPANY, Merchants and Commission Agents in Greenock,
as such Partner, and as an Individual, hereby intimates
that accounts of his intromissions, brought down to the
11th current, have been audited by the Commissioners,
and that they have postponed the declaration of a divi-
dend until next statutory period.

WALTER MACKENZIE, Trustee.
66, St Vincent Street, Glasgow,

October 16, 1865.

WILLIAM FERGUS M'CUBBIN, Accountant in
Ayr, Trustee on the sequestrated estates of

HARVEY & COMPANY, Painters in Ayr, and John
Underwood Harvey, Painter there, and Mrs Elizabeth
Underwood or Harvey, Painter there, the sole Individual
Partners of that Company, hereby intimates that his
accounts have been made up to the 1st current, and audited
by the Commissioners, and that a dividend has been post-
poned, and circulars to the Creditors dispensed with.

W. F. M'CUBBIN, Trustee.

fTlHE .Trustee on the sequestrated estate of DAVID
-L DUNNET. Merchant in Castletown, hereby inti-

mates that the Commissioners have audited his accounts,
and postponed.the declaration of a dividend until the next
statutory period. ALEX. MOORE, Trustee.

28, St Vincent Place,
Glasgow, October 14, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of WILLIAM REID, formerly
Builder in Lochee, in the County of Forfar, now
deceased.

W ILLIAM THOMS, Insurance Agent in Dundee,
the Trustee, hereby gives notice that, by a

deliverance of this date, the only Commissioner, in respect
it appears to him that a dividend ought to be postponed,
has postponed the same till the recurrence of another
stated period for making a dividend!

WILLIAM THOMS, Trustee.
Dundee, October 13, 1865.

SEQUESTRATION of JAMES ANDERSON, Wood
Merchant and Shipowner in Inverness.

CHARLES INNES, Solicitor, Inverness, Trustee on
\J the sequestrated estate of the said James Anderson,
hereby intimates that the account of his intromissions with
the funds of the estate, brought down to the 28th day of
September last, Las been made up, audited, and approved
of by the Commissioners, who have postponed payment of
a dividend until the recurrence of the next statutory
period for making the same—'Of all which Notice is
hereby given, in terms of the Statute.

CHARLES INNES, Trustee.
Inverness, October 13, 1865.

[Extract from LONDON GAZETTE of October 13, 1865.]

NOTICE is Hereby Given that the Partnership here-
tofore subsisting between the undersigned Robert

Rail ton, James Strang Thomson, and Thomas Railton, o!
Kilmarnock, Worsted Spinners, has been DISSOLVED.

Dated the 9th day of October 1865.
ROBr. RAILTON.
J. S. THOMSON.
THOMAS RAILTON.

NOTICE.
rr»HE Copartnery of BROWN & DUNCAN, Black-
JL smiths, Montrose, of which the Subscribers are

sole Partners, is this day DISSOLVED by mutual
consent.

Dated and Subsc ribed at Montrose, this 16th day of
October 1805.

JAMES BROWN.
DAVID DUNCAN.

JAMES Ross, Writer, Montrose, Witness.
ANI>W. GREIO, Writer, Montrose, Witness.

THE Copartnership hitherto carried on by the Sub-
scribers as Oil Manufacturers at Possil, near Glas-

gow, under the Firm of BAIN & DRUMMOND, has been
DISSOLVED of this date by the Retirement of Mr Bain.

Mr Drummond, who carries on the business tinder the ,
same firm, will pay the debts due by, and is authorised to
discharge the debts due to the old Firm. *

JOHN BAIN.
PETER DRUMMOND.

J. S. FLEMING, Writer, Glasgow, Witness.
W. HAMILTON WILSON, Law-Clerk, Glas-

gow, Witness. v

Glasgow, October 13, 1865.

BY arrangement between the Partners, the Subscriber
John Wilson Robinson ceased to be a Partner of

the Firm of PATERSON & ROBINSON, Commission
Merchants, 4, Howard Street, Glasgow, as at 30th Sep-
tember last.

The business is carried on by the Subscriber James
Paterson under the same Firm.

Glasgow, October 16, 1865.
JAs. PATERSON.
J. W. ROBINSON.

J. MAXTOR, Writer, Glasgow, Witness.
WILL. SMYTH, Law-Clerk, Glasgow, Witness.

WILLIAM BROWN IRVINE, Jeweller, St Andrew
Street, Kilmarnock, has presented a Petition to

the Sheriff of Ayrshire for interim protection and decree
of Cessio Bonorum ; and all his Creditors are hereby
required to appear within the Sheriff-Court-house at Kil-
marnock, on Wednesday the 22d day of November next,
at 11 o'clock forenoon, when he will appear for examina-
tion. J. SIMPSON, Writer, Kilmarnock,

Agent. -
Kilmarnock, October 16,1865.

N.B.—The Fees of all Notices must be paid in advance, and all Letters post-paid.
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