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REPORT

or

THE POSTMASTER GENERAL.

Gexerat Post Ofvice DepanTMENT,
November 39, 1834.
To the Paesioxnt of the United States :

Sir: The report which I had the honor to make on the 30th Novem-
ber, 1882, exhibited a balance due from this department on the 1st July,
1833, beyond the whole amount of its available funds, of $195,208 40,

The expenses for the transportation of the mail necessarily continued
undiminished till the cloge of the year 1833, prior to which date the re-
trenchments stated in that report could not take effect ; consequently the
bnla:ge of debt against the department continued to augment till that
period.

The gross amount of postages was, from July 1st to December 31st,

1888, - ) : . . - $1,375437 28
Compensation to postmasters, including the contin-

gent expenses of their offices during the same period,

amounted to - - - $434,628 89
Incidental expenses of the department,
during the same time, amounted to - 47,7197 29

The expense for transportation of the
mail from July 1 to December 81,
18383, was - - - - 1,013,402 68

Making the total expenses of the department for that

helf year, - $1,495,828 86

This sum, after deducting the gross amount of post-
ages for that period, leaves a deficit for the six months

ending 31st December, 1833, of - - - 120,391 58
To this suin add the deficit existing on the 1st of
July, 1838, - . . - - 195,208 40

And the balancc of the debt against the department,
beyond the amount of its available funds, was, on the
18t of January, 1834, - - - - 815,509 98

From the 1t of January, 1834, the retrenchments in the transportation of
the mail, stated in my report of last year, began to take effect ; and from
that period thezzevenuen of the department have exceeded its expenses.
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The gross amount of postages, was, from January 1,to

June 30, 1834, - - Iudu; " - - $1,448,269 69
Compensation to postmasters, including the contingent

expenses of their offices within the same yerﬁd,

amounted to - - - $461,438 64
Incidental expenses of the department
for the same period amounted to - 30,300 38

The transportation of the mail from
January 1st to June 30th, 1834,

amounted to - - - 909,028 43
Making the total expenses of the department for the
half year ending the 30th of June, 1834, - 1,400,762 45

This sum, dedueted from the gross amount of postages
for that period, leaves a revenue beyond the amount
of expenses for the half year from January 1 to June
80, 1834, of . . . - . 47,507 24

This sum, deducted from the deficit existing January 1,

1834, - 315,599 98
Reduces the balance of debt which existed against the
department on the 1st of July, 1834,t0 - - $268,092 14

Such was the financial condition of the department on the 1st day of July
last. The amount of this debt has been continually diminishing to thé
present time, and it continues to diminish in an increased ratio.

On the 1st day of July, 1834, the balance of the account with banks
was $398,616 99 against the department, consisting of loans, $275,000,
and overchecks to the amount o?$123,6l6 99. In this statement, the
difference between loans and overchecks is rather nominal than essential.

When overchecks are mutually agreed upon to a certain definite
amount as a standing order, they are called loans; but when they vary
indefinitely as to time and amount, they are called overchecks. In either
case they are debts due from the department to banks. This amount of
balance against the department has been considerably reduced since the
1st of July last. On the first day of the present month it stood as follows :

Amount due for loans from banks, - - - $275,000 00
Amount of overchecks, November 1, 1834, - - 55,969 09
Making, together, the sum of - - - 330,969 09

On the same day the balances of bank deposites in

favor of the department, constituting the amount of

cash on hand, amounted to - - - 82,031 34
Making the actual balance of the accounts with banks,

against the departmment, on the 1st of November,

1834, . R - . . - $248,037 75

—_—

The contracts for the southern scction, including the States of Virginia,
North Carolina, South Carolina, and Georgia, nn5 the Territory of Flo-
rida, which will expire with the current year, have been renewed to
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take effect from thelst of January next, on :'ic h tcims as will effect an
annual saving fiom the amount now paid for transportation in that section,
of about - - - - - - $120,000
Additional retrenchments have also been madc in the

expense of transportation subscquent to my last re-

port, to the annual amount of about - - 59,000

Making, together, an ::nnual saving from the 1st of Janu-
ary next, of .- - - - - $179,000

From the savings thus effected, together with the current excess of
revenue in faver of the department, it may be safely « “~ulated that, with-
out any reliance upon an increase in the gross amouut of postages, the
revenues of the department will exceed its expenditures during the en-
suing calendar Iyenr, to the amount of $270,000.

From a careful estimate; it may be anticipated, with entire confidence,
that,before the close of the year 1835, the whole balance of debt against
the department will be extinguished. No part of this debt was contract-
ed upon the credit of the Treasury, nor upon any other credit or autho-
rity than that of the department alone. It was never regarded by either
of the parties in the character of a debt of the Government, but a mere
expedient to anticipate the resources of the department, hased upon the
credit of the resources alone. The mcans of its liquidation within a
rcasonable time were always within the legal control of the department,
and no other means have at any time been sought or desired by the de-
partment.

In my report of November, 1833, the cxpense for transporting the
mail, and for incidentals, from July 1 to December 31, 1838, was esti-

mated at - - - - - - $1,061,644 71
The actual expense for that peried was - - 1,061,199 97
Varying from the estimate only - - - $444 74

The nett proceeds for postages for the year ending 30th June, 1834,
were then estimated at - - - - $2,037,410 81
The actual nett proceeds of postages for that year were 1,927,644 44

Falling below the estimate by the sum of - - $109,766 37

Thus it ?pears that the expenses of the department have not essen-
tially varied from the estimate ; but the nett revenue arising from post-
nﬁes has fallen short of the cstimate then made more than a hundred
thousand dollars. This is believed to be, in a very considerable degree,
attributable to the greatincreasc of frec letters. ‘The progressive increase
of population naturally brings with it an acemanlation of bLusines: in the

Execeutive cffires, which tonduin o nea et Dicrease their corve-
spondenes s and, i additien to this, b o peoged T Marc by 1533, extend-
ing 4o members o oy St prvitere of faekine, during the whole
reecer, Fvery othe i vesr the scodon of Congrc s protineted o amuch

reater length than in the alternate ycar, when a Congress termiuates.
he expenscn for the delivery of free letters, at two eenta each, have al-
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way amounted to a much greater sum during the year when the seasion
is protracted, than during the alternate year. To make a fair compari-
son between the amount of frec letters before and after the extension of
the franking privilege, it is necessary to take two entire ycars. Thus,
the allowance to postmasters for the delivery of free letters for the two

ears ending July 30, 1832, (before the cxtension,) was  $40,5566 89
i‘or the two years cnding July 1st, 1834, (after the exten-

sion,) it was - - 54,158 88
Making, since the extensi 1, an increase of - - $13,601 99

or payment for the delivery of 680,099 free letters more than werc de-
livered during the two rreceding years. But no allowance is made
for the delivery of frec letters at post officcs where the postmasters’
commissions exceed $500 a quarter.

If the same proportion of free letters is delivered at offices where no
allowances for them are made to postmasters,, as at the smaller offices,
then the increasc since the franking privilege was extended is equal to
960,000 free letters, more than what were delivered within the same

riod of time prior to that extension. The oui each of these letters,
if not free, would be from six cents to two dollars. The average, it is
believed, would not be less than twenty-five cents each, exclusive of the
postmasters’ commissions.! If estimated at this average, they would amount

o - - - - - - - $240,000 00
To this add the aliowance actually made for their deli-

very - - - - . - 13,601 99

And the increase of frec letters within the last two years

has actually cost the department - - - $253,601 99
which is more than equal to the balance of debt at this time existing
against the department.

Estimates have been obtained from several of the Executive offices,
of the amount of their official correspondence carried on through the Post
Office establishment, under the franking privilege of the officers by
whom it is conducted ; and it appears that, from the §)cpartments of State,
Treasury, War, and Navy, the official correspondence by mail, on which
no postage is paid, is estimated to be cqual to 2,685,235 single free let-
ters in a year, and that by far the greater proportion of them are sent
the full distance for which the highest rate of postage could be charge-
able. The average postage on these letters, if not frec, it is believed,
would be not less than 18% cts. each, which would amount to $508,481 56.
This estimate,is exclusive of the offices of the Attorney General, Adjutant
General, Commissary General, Inspectors General, Quartermaster Gene-
ral, Pa{lmaster General, and Superintendent of the Patent Office, all of
whom have the privilege of franking.

It is also estimated that the numgcr of frec leiters passing under the
frank of members of Cong{ess amounts to 8,000 a day during the session.
If the correspondence of the offices ahove mentioned, which are not em-
braced in the estimate, and the postages fairly estimated, which would
be chargeable on the correspondence of members of Congress, if not
free, should be added to the statement, it is helieved that the annual
amount of free letters would not foll short of a million of dollers, exclu-
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sive of the ence of the Post Office Department itself. This
is an annual contribution by the department to the Government.

Though the amount of revenue arising from pod.:ges for the year end-
inq June 30, 1834, did not equal the , yet there was a consider-
able increase above the amount of the preceding year. The
amount of postages for the year ending June 30, 1833, was $2,616 7
For the year ending June 30, 1834, it was - - $,828,706 97

Making an increase in the gross amount of - - $%07,168 70

The nett amount of postages, after dedueting commissions to postmasters,
and the contingent cxpenses of their offices, was, for the year endin
June 30, 1833 - - - - 41,780,354 Og

For the ycar ending June 30, 1834, it was - - 1,927,644 44

Making an increase in the nett proceeds of - - $187,389 79

The finances of the department continue to be in an improving con-
dition ; and the solicitude which has been shown to obtain mail contracts,
the reduced rates at which they have been taken for the Southern sec-
tion, and the zeal with which contractors generally persevere in their
setvices to the department, furnish ample demonstration that its credit is
unimpaired.

The number of post offices in the United States was, on the 1st of
July last, ten thousand six hundred and ninety-three, being an increase
of five hundred and sixty-six over the number reported last year.

The annual amount of transportation has been but slightly varied since
my last report. The mail is now carried in stages and stcamboats about
sixteen million nine hundred thousand miles a year, and on horseback
and in sulkies about cight million six thousand hundred miles, making,
together, about twenty-five million five hundred thousand miles a year.

The celerity of the mait should always be equal to the most rapid
transition of the traveller; and that which shortens the time of commu-
nication, and facilitatcs the intercourse hetween distant placces, is like
bringing them nearer together. While it affords convenience to men of
business, it tends to counteract local prejudices, by enlarging the sphere
of acquaintance. It perpetuates existing friendships, and creates new
ones, by which the bands of unien are strengthened, and the happiness
of society promoted. These considerations have always had their full
weight upon my mind in making improvements in mail operations. The
multiplication of railroads in different parts of the count:y promises,
within a few years, to give great rapidity to the movements of travellers,
and it is a subject worthy otg inquiry, whether measures may not now be
taken to secure the transportation of the mail upon them. Already have
the railroads between Frenchtown, in Maryluid, and Newcastle, in De-
laware, and between Camden und South Amboy, in New Jersey, afford-
ed %reat and important facilitics to the transmission of the great Eastern
mail, The railroad between this city and Baitimore will soon be com-
pleted, and the distancc from the post office in this place to that of Bal-
timore will not he materially varied from the present road, 38 miles.
From Baltimore, by Port Deposit, in Maryland, to Coatesville, in Penn-
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PROCEEDINGS AND DISCUSSIONS

THE FRENCH CHAMBER OF DEPUTIES,

On the subject of the treaty between Fyance and the United States, wohick
was sisned at Paris on the 4th of July, 1831, and (ke ratifications
which were exchanged at Washington on the 3d of February, 1832 ;
Jrom the first presentation of the treaty, on the 6tA of April, 1838, ta
the refusal to carry it into effect, on the 2d of April, 1834. :

(Translated from the Paris Moniteur by order of the Becretary of State of the United States P,

{The renorts of proceedings in the French Legislature are occasionally defective,
from the circumstance that they always appear in the Moniteur on the morning after the
meeting in which they took place. Several passages occurred in the original of the fol- -
lowing report, which the translator has rendered faithfully in English, without venturing to
give his own-opinion as to their intended meaning.) .

[The Chamber of Deputies, which was in session when the treaty was ratified, (Febroary -

2, 1832,) ;sjwrned on the 21st April following. 1t was n'gam opened on the 19th of No-
vember, 1832. The first procecdings on the treaty tcok plsce on the 6th of April, 1833.3

SaTurpay, April 6, 1833,

M. Humanw, Minister of Finance.

GeENTLEMEN: At the opening of this session, the King informed
that he would lay before you the treaty between France and the United
States of America, signed on the 4th of July, 1831. We are now, by order
of his Majesty, about to do so. -

The object and the result of this treaty have been to put an.end te the:
differences which have been embarrassing the relations between Franee
and the United States. For more than‘twenty yearsthe Federal Govern-
ment hasbeen demanding indemnification for the confiscations of Americans
vessels under the decrees of Berlin, Milan, and Rambouillét, and alse
after their repeal. It likewise claimed remuneration for a certain num-
ber of vessels burnt at sea by French squadrons, in order to conceal .
their movements from the enemy. '

Without relating here the history and dispositions of the decrees of Bes-
lin, Milen, and Rambouillét, it will be sufficient to recait to mitvd that theser
acts, however rigorous and prejudicial to the navigation of neutrals they
may have been, were only issued by way of retaliation for the ordess of
the British Council. It was also as reprisals against France and E?hnd,
that the United States on their part ordered the confiseation of all Eremch.
md English vessels which should enter their ports, and of all prodections .
of either country which should he brought to Amcrica in vessals of apiy.
nation. The adoption of such measures, it must be ncknowledpd,h%
changod the pomﬁm of the United States with regard to the compladi
which had been provoked by the said decreqs; and the Federal Govorn..
ment, by endeavoring to do itself justiec, surrendered its right to be in-.
demnified for confiscations made in virtue of them.

There are, however, some exceptions which equity requires should be

26
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made ; and while it was clear that France was not obliged to satisfy all
the claims urged in behalf of American commerce, still there was a cer-
tain number which could not in justice be refused. Such for instance as
those on account of— ,

American vessels seized and confiscated in virtue of the Berlin, Milan
and Rambouillét decrees, before the owners could have had notice of
those acts;

American vessels condemned after the repeal of those acts, on the 1st
of November, 1810;

American vessels burnt at sea by the French squadrons.

The Imperial Government had itself admitted the justice of the princi-

les of these exceptions ; and a negctiation set on foot some time before
ats fall, gave reason to suppose that an arrangement was about to be con-
eluded on bases analogous to that on which the Chamber is now called to
deliberate.

The ‘Government of the Restoration, after having long repelled the
American claims, by declining to be responsible for the acts which had
occasioned them, had at lengti given up that ground. Like the Imperial
Government, it admitted that a part of the claims were well founded, and
appeared ready to accede to them, provided the United States on their
part, would admit some justdemands which France bad tourge against them.

In addition to pecuniary claims of several kinds preferred by French

- citizens against the Federal Government, France had yet to obtain satis-
faction with regard to the 8th article of the treaty of cession of Loui-
siana, concluded in 1803, which assured to our vessels forever the treat-
woent of the most favored nations in the ports of that country.

The treaty concluded at Ghent, in 1814, between England and the
United States, placed the English on the same footing with the Americans
themselves, as to duties in the ports of the Union. The French
QGevernment, in virtue of the said 8th article of the treaty of cession, de-
waanded the same equality for our vessels in the ports of Louisiana;
Sut the Capinet of Washington replied that the treaty did not admit of
suoh an interpretation, and moreover contended that, as the constitution
of the United States subjected all the States to the same ations, it
“wvas not ot liberty to grant to our navigation advantages in the ports of
.Lipuisiana, the exclusive nature of which would have afforded to this State
in particular a sort of monopoly of French commerce.

he United States Government, although it always contested the prin-
wipte of our demands, at length offered us, by way of aecommodation,an
nt reduetion in the duty on importation of our wines.

‘was the state of the negotiation when the revolution of July in-
torrupted it ; it was soon resumed under the influence of the sympathies
wexeited answ between the two nations by this great and memorable event.

The principal difficulty was in the amount to beGPaid by France to the
United States, which was estimated by the latter Government at no less
than seventy-five millions of franes.

.Jn a word, the question was one in which the oldness of the claims, the
«differences as to the pretensions, and the difficulty, if not impossibility, of
arriving at a precise and rigorous valuatior ::-2ve no other means of effect-
? a peaceable termination than by an ai:..gcment or simple statement

‘sesounts between the patties interested. ‘

Political considerations had great weight with both partiesin the nego-
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tiation,and much influenec in bringing about the result ; each beingm
ly impressed with the nceessity of putting an end to discussions
had already lasted too long, and the existence of which was a bar to
increase of reciprocal relations. :
The claims of the American merchants, brought forward at every ses-
sion of Congress, and necessarily alluded toin the annual messages of the
President of the United States, appear to “ave become rather a question
of esreat political importance, ...an one of i..ere private interests; and if the
Federal Government was obliged by every circumstance to urge these de-
mands, the French Government was no less under the neceseity of comaply-
ing with them as far as justice required, particularly asthe United States
expressed their readiness to give satisfaction for all our grievances. |
rom these reciprocal considerations, and for the sake of the union
which they gave reason to anticipate, the treaty of July 4, 1881 was
concluded; it was ratified at Wushinfton on the 2d of February, 1838.
By it the amount of the American claims, reduced to one-third of that
first demanded, is fixed at 25,000,000 francs, of which 1,300,000 franes

are to be retained for the payment of the claims which Freneh ecitizens

may have upon the Federal Government. On the other hand, the United
States, in compensation for the advantages which the 8th artiele of the
treaty of 1808 provided for our navigation in the ports of Leouisiana,
have agreed to make a tariff of duties on French wines, of a nature so
favorable, that for the ten years after the 2d of February, 1838, they
will be admitted into’the ports of the Union &t duties lower than those
imposed on all other foreign wines. :

inally, by an assimilation, which is to the interest of both countries,
long staple American cottons are subjeet to the same duties in France
as short staple. ’ : '

These are the prineipal stipulations of an agreement which had become
indispensable; an agreement which, by removing out of the way of our
relations with the United States, a question ever irritating, and likely-to
cempromise them all, will give place to sentiments of amity, and to rels-
tions of nyngﬂhy and union, which arose at an epoch glorious for both
eountries, and which so many causes of affinity so many natural reasoms
tend to strengthen. This treaty, gentlemen, it is true, adds another item
to the budget; but it is to acquit a debt which, reduced to equi‘able
terms, cannot be disavowed by us, which good faith should oblige us to
secept, and the settlement of which was required by the exigencies of
true policy. But, as we have seen before, this treaty is not exclusively
to the advantage of the United Btates; the engagemonts taken in it ave
reciprocal, and the interests of our commerce, as well as the rights of
French citizens, to whom the American Government is in debt, are
thereby guarantied. :

Ever sirice the ratification of the treaty, on the 2d of February, 1888,
the United States have been fuithfully con?lylng with the stipulations
relative to the reduction of duties on the wines of France; we, on our
side, have begun to earry it into effect, by establishing an ontire equslity
as to duties between the long and short sigple cottans of the United
States in bur ‘ports. Th+ Mnancial part of the treaty now remsins to be

cxeeuted, by fpnying, st the stated terms, of whieh the first falls.on the ~

second dsy of next month, the sums stipulated in favor of the Ameriean
morchawts and of Freneh citivens, to whom the United Sistey are in-
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debtad. -~ To this cflect, we have the honor of submitling to the delibera-
tiozns of the Chamber the following projét de loi :
BILL.

Axt. 1. In order to carry into cflect the treaty between France and
the United States, sighed on the 4th of July, 1831, the ratifications of
which were exchanged at Washington on the 2d of February. 1832,
and by the terms of which the sum of twenty-five millions of francs
are to be paid by France, in six annual instalments, with interest at four
per cent. on the amount of each instalment paid, and of the others re-
maining unpaid ; the Minister of Finance is authorized to place on the
budgets of cach yecr, from 1833 to 1838 inclusive, the sums necessary
to provide for the payments stipulated by the 2d article of said tren;y.

ArT. 2. A credit is therefore opened for 1883, to the Minister of Fi-
nance, for the sum of 5,166,666 {rancs €8 centimes, for the following
purposes: 1. Four million one hund.ed and sixty-six thousand six
nundred and sixty-six franes sixty-six centimes as the amount of the first
sixth, due on the 2d of February, 1833. 2. One million of france as
interest,due at the same time.

Art. 8. The sum of 1,500,000 franes, which the Government of the
United States has engaged to ray to France, to excnerate itself from the
" claims of French citizens, shall be set down as received, in a special ar-
ticle of the budget, at the rate of 250,000 francs per annum, with the
interdst thereon, according to the teims of the 3d and 4th articles of the
said treaty; a credit for which sum, for 1838, is opened to the Minister-
of Finance, for the purpose of paying the elaims of French citizens
which may have been admitted.

Copy of the trenly of July 4, 1881, between France and the United
Stales of America.

His Majesty the King of the French, and the United States of Ameri-
ca, animated with an equal desire to adjust amieably, and in a manner
conformable to equity, as well as to the relations of good intelligence and
sineere friendship which unite the two countries, the reclamations formed
by the respective Governments, have, for this purpose, named for their
glenipotentiaries, to wit, his Majesty the King of the French, Count

orace Scbastiani, Lieutcnant General of his Armies, bis Minister Se-
aretary of State for the Department of Foreign Affairs, &ec., &ec., and
the President of the United States, by and with the advice and consent
of the Senate, Willinm C. Rives, Envoy Extraordinary and Minister
Plenipotentiary of the said United States near his Majesty the King of
the French, who, after baving exchanged their full powers, found in good
and due form, have sgreed upon the following articles:

Art. 1. The French Government, in order to liberste itself com-
{}otely from all the reclumations preferred against it by citizens of the

nited States for unlawful seizures, captures, sequestrations, confisca-
tions, or destructions of their vessels, carEoe-, or other property, engages
to pay a sum of twenty-five millions of francs to the Government of the
United States, who sholl distribute it among those entitled, in the man-
ner and according to the rules which it shall tetermine. -

Art. 2. The sum of twenty-five millions of francs, above stipulated,
shall be paid, at Paris, in six annual instdiments, of four million one
" hundred and sixty-six thousand six hundred and sixty-six france sixty-six
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centimes cach, into the hands of such person or persons as shall be au-
thorized by the Goverament of the United States to receive it.

‘The first instalment shall be paid at the expiration of one year next
following the exchange of the ratifications of this convention, and the
m{s at su::lcessivc intervals of a year, one after another, till the whala

be paid.

To thg’:mount of each of thic said instalments shall be added interest
at four per cent. thercupon, as upon the other instalments then remaini
unpaid: the said interest to be computed from the day of the exchange o
the ratifications of the present convention.

Art. 3. The Government of the United States, on its part, for the
purEose of being liberated completely from ail the reclamations presented
by France on behalf of its citizens, or of the Royal Treasury, &ither for
ancient supplies or accounts, the liquidation of which had been reserved,
or for unlawful seizures, captures, detentions, arrests, or destructions of
French vessels, cargoes, or other property,) engages to pay to the Go-
vernment of his Majesty (which shal? make distribution of the same in
the manner and according to the rules to be delermined by it) the sum of
one million five hundred thousand franes. ‘

Art. 4. The sum of one million five hundred thousand franes, stipu-
lated in the preceding article, shall be paid in six annual instalments of
two hundred and fifty thousand francs; and the payment of each of the
said instalments shall be effected by a reservation of so much out of the *
annual sums which the French Government is bound, by the second ar-
ticle above, to pay to the Government of the United States.

To the amount of each of these instalments shall be added interest at
four per cent. upon the instaliment then paid, as well as upon those still®
duc ; which payments of interest shall be effected by means of a reser-
vation similar t¢ that already indicated for the payment of the principal.
"The said interest shall b computed from the day of the exchange of the
ratifications of the present conventioa.

ART. 5. As to the reclamations of the French citizens against the Go-
vernment of the United States, and the reclamations of citizens of the
United States against the French Government, which are of a different
nature from those whick it is the object of the prasent convention to ad-
just, it is understood that the citizens of the two nations may prosecute
them in the respective countries, before the competent judicial or admin-
istrative authorities, in complying with the laws and regulations of the
country, the dispositions and benefit of which shall be applied to them in
like manner as to native citizens.

ART. 6. The French Government and the Government of the United
States reciprocally engage to communicate to each other, by the interme-
diary of the respective legations, the documents, titles, or other informa-
tions proper to facilitate the examination and liquidation of the reclama-
tions comprised in the stipulations of the present convention.

Art. 7. The wines of Franc:,from and after the cxchange of the rati-
fications of the present convention, shall be admitted to consumption in the
States of the Union at duties which shall not exceed the following ratay
by the gallon, (suchasit isused at present for wines in the United States, )
to wit, six cents for red wines in cosks; ten cents for White wines in
casks ; and twenty-two cents for wihes of all sorts in bottles. The pro-
portion existing between the duties on French wines thus reduced, and
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the general rates of tariff which went into operation the st Ja wry,
1829, shall be maintained, in case the Goversment of the United States
should think to dininish those genersl rates in & new tariff.

In consi ndﬁhd’m““h on the
United States for ten years, the Goverumsen: shandons the recle-
mations which it had in relstion to fhe B¥h artiele of the treaty of
cession of Louisiana. 1t -moreover, to establish on the long
staple cottons of the U‘o:m which, after the emot the ra-
tifications of the present eonvention, shall be brought thenoe to
France by the vesselsof the United States, or by French vessels, the
same duties as on shorf stuple cottons.

Arr. 8. The present convention shall be ratified, and the ratifications
shall be ex at Waghington, in the space of eight months, or
sooner, if .

In faith of which, the respective plerfpotentiaries have signed these
articles, and hereto set their seals.

Done at Paris, the fourth day of the month of July,cne thousand eight
hundred and thirty-one. :

,mg:le ratifications were exchanged at Washingtoi, on the 3d February,
" Tnx PresipExT or TRE CHAMBER.
The bill is received ; it willbe presented and referred to the Bureaux.

The session of the French Lagislature cloved on the 25th April;
1833, without any further action upon the subject, e next seasion be-
&an on lhe dey.]

’ Tuzspay, June 11, 1883,

M. Humann, Minister of Finance.

Gentlemen: On the 6thof April last, we had the honor to submit to
you u bill (projét de lot) for carrying into execution the financial part of
the treaty between France and the United States signed on the 4th of
July, 1831 The bill not laving been discussed d\:ﬁg the last session,
the King has ordered us to present it to you again, it being the duty of
his Government to be faithful to the engsgements contracted in the
name of France. ’

We have nothing to add to the general considerations presented in our:
first exposition, and we shell therefore mérely explain in a few words,
the alterations made in the bill,

By its first article, the Minister of Finance was to be authorized to
place on the budgets of each year from 1883 te 1838 inclusive, the sum
necessary for paying the snnual instafiuents, as by the terms of the
trdaty. But, as the ‘of 1838 has been voted without giving any

lace to the American chiml,.‘y]'ou should, if you admit the debt, authorize

e payment in a more m manner, )

e second atticle referred to the sums payable in 1838, on account of
the first sixth of the capital, and of the interest, calculsted up to the $d
of February last. Now, as the law was not passed, the payment of the
first instalment was of course refused when it became due ; and’it is im-
possible to caleulate exactly the amount of interest which will be due on
the day of Wymm : in this point also, the terms of the bl were too re-
strictive. We have suppremed the third article of the bill, for these

.
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g:tribedby it for the aequittal of the sums due by
to French citizens, was entirely at variance with the
ed in such settlements, which is simply to the
spart for who may bave a right to them. How would it have
pomible to submit to the annual vote of the Chambers that which
merdlydapusited with the Kj;ﬁ, by a foreign Government, for s spe-
purpsse ?  How should we on the Chambers to vote on an an-
sppr@priation, which they ean neither increase nor diminish, and
) satisfy an obligation, not of the French, but of the
The sumns which the United States may pay to
evidently the property of the lawful claimants en-
of right kept only for their use,and interest allowed
moment of their payment. Besides, what difficulties
the delays within which the laws of the finanees limit
application of credits? Is it nnt too to give the claiments a
direetly on the French 1'reasury 7 These eonsiderations have
to suppress the third article, in order to effect the settieinent
manner, as lately adopted with regard to the Tunisian and
indemnifieations. *
b}, os altered, will read thas :
BILL.

Art. 1. In order w0 into execution the treaty between France

. aﬂ on the 4th of le‘{. 1834, the ratifications of
which were exr. at Washington en the 2d of Fcbruary, 1338, and,

by the terms of the sum of £5,000,000 francs is to be paid by,.

nee, in six snmaf instatments, with interest at 4 per cent. an

instalment peld, and on all the others remaining due, the Minister of

PFinance is snthorined to pay the sums stipulated in the 2d article of said

ireaty, as they become due.

AnT. 2. In consequence, a credit to the amount of the sum to be paid °
in 1838 is opened to the Minister of Finance, viz. tst. For 4,166,666
francs 66 centimes, the amount of the first sixth, due on the 2d of Februa-
ry, 1888; and 2d. The sumi requisite for tho payment of the Interest now
due, and of that which will hiave become due on the day of payment of
the first instatwment.

T PesstesnT or THE CHAMERR. c

The biH by the Minister of Finance is receivéd ; it’ will be
printed, and referred to the Bureaux. . '

The Chember is aware that this treaty requires the most sarious exam-
inaten. AH the. documents which preceded it, and the reports of the
several commissions, should be investigated—those which ‘were unfavor.
able to its tions, as well as those recommending them, as by sach
coTtim can we arrive at the truth, Nothing now can be dosw
but lay tho bill on the table : the Boreaux may call for it If they please.
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Tuursoay, Juns 13, 1833,

Gexemar Lavayerre.

Gentlomen : The ity with which odr Iabors are now conducted,
and feelings of duty, me to make some oliservations on the order of
thedsy. A treaty with the United States was propossd ané presented te
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Fauby the King in his speech at the commencement of the last session. I
shall make no observations as to the delays, of various sorts, which have
accurred, and shall conline myself entirely to what was the other day sub-
mitted by the Miaister of Finance. [ shall not enlarge upon the senti-
aents of justice, national howor, and propriety, with regard to a nation
which alone refused to unite with our encwies in 1814 and 1815; I may
observe Lowever, that il it had done so, its ciaims would have been long
since settled, just as those of the other hostile Powers were. I will add,
that if it had consented to charge a third Power, England for example,
with this affair, it would have been adjusted also.  But the United States
would not present themsclves as an enemy ; they chose rather to wait
antil they could come forward with their claims in an amicable manner,

Nor will 1. dwell on oue of cur great interests, the greatest of our mari-
time intevests—tke liberty of the sens ; and as we cannot place much confi-
dence in such a coalition as was tormed during the American war betwcen
the squadrony of Russia, Spain, Holland and France, I think that a union
of our navy with that of the United States offers the only chance, under
present circumstances, of having that liberty assured. I will confine my-
self to oae of our most important commercial intevests. T regret that our
colleagae, M. Fulchiren, is not livre, as he could repeat the calculations
which he made for mic the other dzy. ‘'l city of Lyons alone (I will cite
but one example) carvied an a trade with the United States to the value of
55,000,000, Since the treaty, to which the United States have agreed, was
wnade, this trade has arisen to 80,000,000, and will be 100,000,000 by the

. 18t of next Januavy.

I could also vecall what has been written by the Chawmber of Commerce
of Havre to one of our colleagiies ; I could speak of our wine-growing
districts ; but [ will merely make one observation, which is, that unless
the questicn o[ the treaty be terminated during this session, it is much to
‘be feared tho: the Americau Congress, when it meets in December next,
will take westres to restoro things to the state in which they were pre.
vious to (e wealy, inconsequence of the neglect of the subject doring two
of our sessions, 1 leave you to judge how injurious this would be to our
comimne: .« .

After the = ~hio -t observations, and under the idea that the Minister of
Forcign Affuiv would support me in what I have said—and he has just
told me that hic wiuld—I shall conclude by anss ring, beforchand, one ob.
Jection which may be raised, It will be said tha . in this affair, I am a4 good
American,  Gentlemen, { am proud of that titde 5 it is dear to my heart ;
bt 1 think no one will say I have ever been other than a good Fienchman,
& therefore move that this question Le placed in the order of the day as
-4oon a8 possible, in order that yon may take it up before the end of the
wession 5 and my recommendation, if T inay use the term, is, that, aficr a
aropcr examinalion, the great intercwts which I have cited may not be

rgutten.

Tne PresinksT.

I must observe to General Lafuyctte that there will be a meeting of the
Burcaux to-morrow, for the purpose of exwmining the Jaw of n?xich he
apeaks.

M. Onien.
1 second the motion of General Lafayette, on account of the interests of
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French industry.  About the treaty itself T say nothing ; but I hope the
Chamber will take it up as soon as possible alter the report on the bill has
been presented.

TveEspuy, June 18, 1835.

" M. Be~xsaviy DELESSERT.

Gentlemen : The committee chiarged by you to examine the_ bill re-
Tative to the treaty concluded on the 4th of July, 1831, between France
and the United States, has demanded a number of documents and reports,
which must be examined, in ovder to obtain a cumpicte knowledge of so im-
portant a transaction,

The comuitte was soon convinced that a conscientious examination of
these papers would require much time ; and thai, at so advauced a period
of the session, its labors would have no definitive result. It regrets that,
from matives which the Government only can explain, the bill was not pre.
sented earlier to the Chamber for discussion. It regrets this the more,
as it i3 convinced of the iriportance of a treaty which cssentially interests
our maritime commerce, our agriculture, and our manufactures,

Several chambers of commerce, particularly those of Paris and Lyons,
kave manifested an ardent desire that the business should be speedily
terminated.

T'he committee wonld be satisfied if, after a deeper study of the question,
it could enlighten the Chamber with regard to the justice of the claims al-
Jeged by cach of the parties to the treaty, and which form the basis of it 5
but as time does not allow a definitive report to be made on the subject, it
considers itself as the organ of the Chamber, in expressing the wish that
this treaty be communicated at the openin%)of the next session ; and that
its resu’t may be suci as to strengthen the bonds of [viendship which must
ever exist between two natiors so long united by common interest and
sympathy.

GeNeranL LarvetTe.

Gentlemen: ‘The committee named on the day before yesterday con-
ceived that it should not delay {or a single instant the communication you
have just heard. T shall not myself enter into & question on which my .
opinion and sentiments are well known to you. I had the honor to repeat
them the other day to the Chamber ; it will however, permit me to pro-
claim here once more my decp personal regret, and my intimate convic-
tion, thav as s1on as the Chamber is cuabled to do what depends on
it, in this important and urgent affair, it willacknowledge as (ully as I do,
notonly the perfect justice, but also the extensive bearing which it has upon
our manufactures and onr policy.

Tue Mivwren ov Foretan Arrairy,

The Government has alvoady expressed, through me, the great import-
ance which it attaches to the discussion of this law. It has twice pre.
sented it to this Chamber, and its greaiest desire was to have had it de-
bated during this session. ‘L'he reproach cast upon us of having presented
the treaty too late, is, I think, unmeritsd. ‘T'he Government found groat
difficultics at first; it had reawon to be apnrehensive respecting the fate of
the law, aml endeavored to overcome the difficulties, by unmEllng all the
docusnents cdculwd to throw light npon the question.
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It did not, for its own part, need any of these documents to be convinced
that the treaty was good, useful and just ; but all the documents had been
demanded, and it was necessary to vbtain some from America ; nor are all
yet collected, which are calculated to throw light on the question. ‘The
facts occurred twenty years ago, and much trouble was required to collect
the papers we have already ; and the motive which influenced the Govern-
ment in delaying tho presentation of the treaty was precisely its desire
to give tke Chamber ample information.

Couxt JavserT.

1 am well aware, gentlemen, of the caution with which so delicate a sub-
Ject should be handled ; particularly as it is a treaty concluded, one in which
the werd of the French Government is engaged, and wanting only the sanc-
tion of the Chamber, which is always necessary when payments are to be
made. Nevertheless, I shouldbe sorry if the session should end under the
impregsion likely to be produced by the rerrt you have heard, and the
specch of our honorable colleague, General Lafayctic.

I am not so far under the influence of symyathetic feelings as that hon-
orable gentleman. I do not intend to enterinto the discussion, but Ithink
that the public should know, and the United States should not be ignorant,
that serious objections have arisen against the treaty in question—abjec-
tions which render a minute examivatior: necessary. For we are not dis-
posed to vote away such an encrmou’ sum as twenty-five millions, without
examining the treaty in all i.s bearinys. We should be abandening all
the rights of the Chamber, if we did nst make an express reservation in
this case.

Let mo here observe that, some few ; .avs siuce, under the Restoration,
a negotiation was entered into on the si.tyj~ct ; aml if [ am rightly informed,
instead of twenty-five millions, we could have got off much cheaper.
(Laughter. ) 1 should not wish o hav. it thought that we had settled the
matter ; a treaty may be modified witi: <he consent of both parties; and
perhaps, in this case, it may be pro,.cr to sce if this should not be done.
I think we should take into conside: ation the circumstance, that at a for-
mer period we could have arranged tiic affaiv with the United States on
much lower terms. It would be singusar if the Government of July should
be worse treated by ‘hem, than that of the Resiuration ; our sympathy
would be rather burdensome to us,

Tug Prestorxr.

I think that the discussion should go no further, as we cannot now enter
into the merits of he question. 'L'he right of the Chamber is clearly es-
tablished ; no treaty of the sort now presented to us is perfect, or can ve
carried into execution in any of its parts, until the Chambar has given the
Government the means of executing it.  Nothung can be cusidered as de-
finitive which is subject to the vote f the Chamber. The fureigner, who
enters into cantract with our Governimint, knows that well ; for every one
must know the capacity of the party with vhom he enters into engage-
ments 3 and our constitution isnot only & rule w ourselves, but also serves
to warn those who treat with uvs,

‘This principle is understood by all. The Minister of Fureign Affairs
acknowledges that the vote of the Chambor ought to be preceded by the
presentation of every document which can inform the members relative to
tho treaty, as ho is occupled in obtaining them, and cngages to submit

»
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them to the Chamber at the opening of its next session. They will then
be examined with the most serious attention.

No furlher motice was taken of the trealy during this session, which
en ed]on the 26th of June.  The next sessiont began on the 23d of December,
1888,

Moxvay, Juauary 13, 1834.

M. Humany, Minister of Finance.

Gentlemen : We Jast year ‘had the honor to present to you a bill
(projét de loi) relative to the execution of the treaty between France and
the United States, signed on the 4th of July, 1831, The labors of &
double session * not having allowed ybu to take up the subject, we now
again submit it to you, and ask your sanction to the arrangements therein
made. We consider it superflucus to repeat the exposition of the facts and
considerations which have led to the convention in question : they have
already been laid before you, with all the explanations calculated to de-
monstrate the necessity as well as the propriety of an act, the object of
which was to put an end to differences injurious to both countries, and em-
barrassing their political and commercial relations.

It is suflicient to remind you that it imposes a new charge upon France,
which is not, however, without compensation, as, independently of the sum
of 1,500,000 francs, which the United States engages to pay on account
of the claims urged by France in belalf of its citizens, important advan-
tages have been secured for our trade in wines, which are to enter the
United States at reduced duties during the space of ten years. You will,
we have reason to hope, scc that as our commercial interests and the rights
of French citizens to whom the United States are indebted, are thus secur-
ed by this convention, the King’s Government has faivly recouciled the
sacrifics camanded by the ‘E'reasury, with powerful considerations of equity
and puiicy. It is however the duty of the Minister of Foroign Affairs
to give the Chamber all the explanations which it may desire on the
subject.

"The object of the bill is to give the Minister of Finance the necessary
powers to fulfil the engagements contracted in the name of France, by the
treaty of Jul~ 4, 1834.

BILL.

ART. 1. The Minister of Finance is authorized to take the nezessary
measures for carrying into effect the first and second articles of the treaty
signed on the 4th of July, 1831, between the King of the French and the
United States of America, the ratifications of which were exchanged at
Washington on the 2d of Februavy, 1832, and by the terms of which the
sum of twenty-five millions of francs is to be paid by France.

Ant. 2. The Minister of Finance shall provide fur the execution of the
dispositions resulting from the third and fourth articles of the said treaty,
by which the Government of the United States engages to pay to France
one million five hundred thousand francs, in order to free itself from claims
presented in belialf of French citizens and of the public Treasury.

The receipts upon this sum of one million, five hundred thousand francs,,

¢ The Chambers were assembled in 1833, immediately after their prorogation.
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and the employment of the same, shall be the ohject of a special account of
receipts and expenses in the budgets of the State.
Donce at Paris, at the palace of the Tuilleries, on the 2d day of January,
1834, LOUIS PHILIPPE.
By the King : Huyany, Minister of Finance.

Tue PRESIDEST oF Tug: CHAMBER.

The bill is reccived, aud ordered to be printed ; to be referred to the
Burcaux,

The commiittee charged with examining the bill consistal of the follow-
ing nine Dceputies, being one from cach Bureau: Count Jauberi, M. Bes-
sieres, M. Juy, M. Réalier Dumas, M. Berigny, M. Ganncron, M. Pisca-
tory, Barun Bigunon, and M. Odicr,

On the 10th of M..wh M. Jax presented, on behalf of the committee,
the following

REPORT:

The committee charged by you with examining the treaty concluded on
the 4th of July, 1831, between France and the United States, fully compre-
hended the impartance of the objects with which it hag been entrusted, and
procecded in this investigation with that conscientious attention and me-
thodical application which the nature of its dutics vequired.  Your com-
mittee has conferred with the Minister of Foreign Affairs: it has ab-
tained all the documents calculated to enlighten its judgment, which
could be collected, snd theiw authenticity and exactness were determined
by two of its membhers. Finally, it has taken into consideration the ne-
gotiations relative to the claims of the United States, which have been
suspended and recommenced several times since 1812, These are the
elements of the work of which I am now, in the name of your committee,
to present you the details and results,

Before entering on the exumination of the treaty of 1831, we have
thought proper to give a sketch of the incidents which preceded that trans-
action. ‘e facts goback to a period distant in point of time, and render-
ed still moie ancient by the multiplicity and the greatness of events, which
seem to have thrown back the limits of ordinary life for those who were
their contemporaries.  After a simple analysis, we shall come as rapidly
as l|.msexiblc to the principal questions which we have to discuss and resolve.

‘rom the 18th of Brumaire, (Nov, 8, 1799,, France enjoyed the bene-
fits of & regular administration, and beyond its limits victory had proveil
the power of our arms. It was at this time that the First Consul resolved
to enforce the principle of free navigation, and to introduce the ordinary
rules of national right into the maritime code of nations. 'This ilen, at
once liberal, grand, and politic, was applied in the convention signed on the
8th of Brumaire, in the ycar 9, (October 30, 1800,) between France aml
the United States ; the right of blockade, and its conditions, the right of
. search, gnd its regulations, are theve settled in a manner conformable with
morality, with the juost interests of the belligerent Powers, and with re.
spect for private ‘u-operty. The treaty iy only indeed a summary cx-
position of the fundamental principle that «¢ the flug covers the property ;
a principle to which France has always Inoked in her teeaties, and which,
thanks to the progross of general civilization, will one day eftect tho free-
dom of neutral flags, and the Jiberty of the seay,

Oue only ditficulty was from the beginning adverse to the conclusion of
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the treaty of 1800. 'T'he American minister claimed iwdemnification for
Josses sustained by scveral citizens of the United States, under the govern-
ment of the Dircctory, as well as fur other cases of legal condemnation. By
the second and fifth articles of this treaty, the question was acjourned to
& more convenienl lime ; it was scttled by a convention which is a comple.
ment to the treaty of cession of Louisiana of the 11th Floreal, year X1,
(50th April, 1808,) and which was signed on the same day. ‘The amicable
relatioss which had subsisted between France and the United States since
the convention of 1800, coutinued, to the reciprocal satisfaction of both
natious, up to the mowent when the British Govtrnment, then under the
influence of the aristocratic party, took advantage ol its naval superiority
and its insular position, to arrogate to itsclf’ the exclusive dominion over
the scas. Such a pretension, followed «p by acts, would give to naval
warfare a character of irritation and vengeance hitherto unknown. 'Lhe
Emperor Napolean, for his ovn defence, was forced to make just repri-
sals, and to exercise a right which is paramount over-all others—the su-
preme right of necessity.

It was but a short time after the rupture of the peace of Amiens that
England first introduced tucse measures, cqually repugnant to justice and
to the laws of nations. A first order in council, of June 24, 1803, forbade
the indirect commerce of neutrals between parent countries and their colo.
nics. This system received a still greater extension by other orders in
council, especially by those of the 9th of August, 1804, of the 8th of April,
and of the 16th of May, 1806, which declared the French coasts {rom
Dieppe to Ostend, and from the Elbe to Brest, in astate of blockade. 'The
evident intention of the British ministry was to deprive Frauce of all
commercial communication with other nations, and of all assistaice which
it might otherwise receive in time of scarcity. Alveady, in 1805, had an
order from the Cabinet of St. Jutnes’ authorized the arrest of every Ame-
rican vessel laden with goods or merchandise not the product of the United
States. 'The Government of the Union passed an encrgetic act in Decem-
ber, 1805, in reply to these hostile proceedings ; it related to the impress-
niznt of scamen, numbers of whom had been carvied offy although under the
protection of the Uuited States,

¢«'T'his act of the American Government,” says one of our colleagues,
in a distinguished historical work, * pleases the imagination and the judg-
tent, as it presents an instance of a nation, which, notwithstanding the
extreme inferiority of itw forces, preserves its dignity towards a powerful
State,”’—(BDignon’s History of France.) .

Such was the situation of Kngland with regard to France and the neu-
tral Powers, when Napoleon, whom victory had Jed to Berlin, conceived
this system of continental blockade, on which judgments so various have
been passed, but which the English themsclves even now consider to have
been the most dangerous bluw cver struck at their power and commerce,
From this period, the advance of our manufactures may be dated. "The
ain of the Xmperor was to free Europo from its subjection to the industry
of England. He gave the impulse, and that impulss has created capitals,
and caused certain branches of manufacture to be carried to such a degree
of perfection, that compotition being no longer dreaded, those barriers
which prevent reciprocal interchango among nations, and which carry inte
a period of entive peace the restrictive combinations adapted to & state
of war, inay now be removed,
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By the decrec of Berlin, the Emperor declared the British islands in &
state of hlockade ; all English productions, without exception, were good
wize ; and no vessel coming (rom an English port could be received in &
rench port. The pride of Britain was wounded by this act of retaliation,
and exhibited itsell in the order in counci! of November 11, 1807, By
this order, all the ports of France and its allies are declared to be blockaded ;
all communication is interdicted to neutrals, as if those ports were effect-
" ively blockaded. Finally, articles, the produce of the United States or
the colonies, exported to Eurone by America, must be unloaded in Eng-
land, and subject to the regulations and duties of re-exportation. The same
measures were to apply to all vessels of other neutral Powers, and the
English cruisers were ordered to search and conduct them to England.

'lqhe Emperor replied to thesc acts of violence, by the decrecs of Milan
of the 23d Nuvember and 17th December, 1807 ; the onc ordering the
seizure and confiscation of every vessel which, after having touched in Fng-
land, should enter a port of France; the other declaring that every vessel
which should pay any duty whatever to the British Government, should
forfeit its national character.

In examining the progress of tkis new maritime code, it is evident that
France did not provoke its dispositions, but received them ready made from
England. The strongest proof of this is the opinion of the Emperor him-
self on the decrees, as expressed in his message communicating to the Se-
nate the extraordinary measures he had adopted. He says: ¢ It is with
great pain that we have thus made the interests of individuals dependent
upon the quarrels of Kings, and have been obliged to return, after so many
vears of civilization, fo the principles which characterize the barbarism of
the earliest ages. But we have been constrained, for the good of our peo-

ile and of our allies, to oppose to the commonenemy the same arms which
e wiclds against us. These resolutions are the result of a just sentiment
of reciypocity, and have been inspired neither by passion ner by hatred.”

Having defined the character of these violent legislative proceedings, we
will now examine their cffects on the United States, whose flag, at that
periol, covered every sea. A graat number of American vessels were
seized in obedicuce to the decrees ol Berlin and Milan, either in the ports
of France, or in places occupied by its troups, or by those of its allies.
Other American vessels were alvo scized by virtue of the British orders in
council ; but a0 extensive was the commerce of the United States at that
Keriod, that thosc Jusses, frequent as they were, were more than covered

y the profits.

The Federal Government issued a resolution on the 22d of December,
1807, the object of which was to prescrve Americans from the conse.
quences of these measures against neutrals. 1t established an embargo in
all the ports of the Union ; no American vessel could sail for any foreign
destination, nor even f" from one port to another of the United States,
without previously giving security to the amount of double the value ef
herselt end cargo. ‘Fhis resolution, which may be regarded not as an act
of hostility, but as & means of preservation, did not answer the views of
the American Government.  ‘Fhe greater part of the American captains
remained in Europe, and became thie commercial agents of other nations.
‘This ciroumstance made the French Government more severs; and the
decrecs of Berlin and Milan were most rigidiy enforced.

The American Government, on its part, perceived the insufficiency of its
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rmbargo. and replaced it by the non.infercourse aci, applying only to
Englund and France, Al veasels under the flag of either of thosc nations
were forbidden from enteriug the waters or ports of the United States, from
the 20th of Muy fuliowing; that is to say, from the eightieth day after
its passage, every vessel violating this act should be seized and cou-
demned ; no product of the soil or industry of France or England could
be introduced into the United States,and all which was attempted to be in-
troduced wds to bo seized and confiscated. It is to be remarked, to the
hionor of the United States, that vessels driven in by storm were not sub-
ject tln the consequences sct Torth in the act—an exception worthy of a free
people.

The non-infercourse act was undoubtedly a legitimate means of reprisal,
but it inust equally be admitted that it altered the position of the United
States, and cffected their neutrality. The misunderstanding already cx-
isting was augmented by it; and it brought on the decree of Rambouillét
of March 28, 1810. declaring that every vessel under the flag of the United
States, which should, after the 20th of May, 1810, enter a port of France,
or its colonies, or any country occupied by its armies, should be confis-
cated, and the proceeds of the sale placed in the sinking fund, (caisse
d’amortissement. )

Another decree, of August 5, 1810, ordered that all sums existing in the
said fund should be transferred to the public ‘I'reasury. This decree con-
ditionally revoked those of Berlin and Milan, which were to cease to have
effect from the 1st of the following November, in casc the British Go-
vernment shoulil recall its orders of blockade, and those subjecting neu-
tral vessels to its regulations ; or the United States should cause their in.
dependence to be respected. The way was thus opened for a reconcilia-
tion, and we shall see what were the results.

Here ends the series of repressive mcasures between France ad the
United States. It was soon observed that such a situation was injuricus
to the interests of both parties ; and the necessity of an understanding Le-
came evident.

The United States had declared that theiv non-intercourse act would
cease to apply to the nation which should first revoke its decrees affectin
themselves.  ‘T'he French Government met these overtures favorably. unﬁ
informed the minister plenipotentiary of the United States that the de-
crees of Berlin and Milan would, after the 315t of November, 1810, be re-
garded as if they had never existed (comme non-avenus) with respect to
Americans.

The Federal Government, on being informed of this decision, declared,
by a proclamation of November 2, 1810, that the non-intercourse act would
cease to apply to France and its colonies : at the same time it was ordered
that the act, the term of wiich was on the point of expiring, should again
be enforced from the t0th of February, 1811, if, within that period, the
English Government should not also have revoked its orders,

ingland resulved to peraist in this systom, and the American Congress
again applied its non-intercourse act.  'I'his renistance to the arders of tie
ritish council decided the Xmperor to declare, by decree of 28th April,
1811, that the prohibitive decrees were definitively rovoked =vith regard (o
the Americans, froin the 1st of November, 1810. As there had been no
war, thero was o treaty of peace, and amicable relations were renewed
between the (wo nations, without any positive convention; a mast extra-
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ordinary situation, indeed, and one of which history offers no other exam-
ple. ‘T'o be sure, af tiat period, every thing was out of the common rules.
The struggle between France and England had become so violent, so much
interwoven with passion, that reconciliation scemed impossible. The
complicated drama, of which Europe, or rather the whole world, was the
theatre, could only bo concluded by one of those acts of fate which strike
uations with stupor, and inpose upon them new conditions of existence
. Which they can neither accept nor refuse. Destiny, however, had not yet
pronounced its fiaf.

The first care of the American Government was to demand indemnifi-
cation for the seizures which it insisted had been illegally made. Mr.
Barlow, minister plenipotentiary of the United States, was ordered to pre-
sent and urge these claims on the French Government; but the military
events which so rapidly succceded, rendered his negotiations slow ; he,
however, obtained favor for future velations. His official corvespondence
cven shows that he considered himself on the point of concluding a treaty
of commerce. He went, in 1812, to Wilna, on the invitation of the Duke
of Bassano, Minister of Forcign Affairs, with the hope of terminating this
arrangement ; all was, however, frusteated by the disasters 8f our avrmy,
and the American m'grtor himself died in a little village in Voland,
leaving his work unfinifed.

We shall now proceed to an analytical examination of the negotiations
which followed those of Mr. Barlow, from 1812 to the conclusion of the
treaty of 1831. :

The first document in chronological order is an extract from a report
presented to the Emperor on the 11th of January, 1814, by the Duke of
Vicenza, Minister of Foreign Affaivs.  The minister declared that no in-
demnification ought to be granted for vessels seized in virtue of the Berlin
and Milan decrees. ¢« But,” he adds, “these observations cannot apply to
vessels seized since the 1st of Novensber, 1810, at which time these decrees
were revoked in favor of the Americans ; nor to the vessels against which
they were enforced, although they had no knowledge of them before their
arrival in our ports : nor to those vessels which had been destroyed at sca
by vesscls of the State; nor, finally, to those scized at 8t. Sebastian,
which they had entered under tho persuasion that the ports of Biscay were
open to them.

Tho indemnifications amonnted—

For the first class, to - 1,800,000 francs.

For the sccond . . - 1,700,000
For the third - . - 2,200,000
For the fourth . . - 7,300,000

Total, - - 15,000,000

te e o e cmt——
s e S—

«These catimates,” says the minister, ¢ were made from the lists of the
veasels and nales furnished by the Department of Commerce ; but as it may
be admitted that the prices were genorally below the real value, and that
these lists are nmot complete, it may be supposed that the indemnifica-
tion to be granted will surpass this sum, and may be statod at about
eighteen willions of francs.”

he-Unitod Btates were ihon carrying on a dificult and glorious war
with GreatBritatn, Under this point of view, Napoleon’s policy had
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heen effectual, and it is natural to imagine that, by recviving the claims of
the Americans favorably, he wished, at the same time, to do an ac: of
dustice, and to encoarage thom in their efforts.  But hie hud not time 3 the
howr was come.  The Kmpive, rendered illustrious to the last moment by
gevius and glory, but weakened by the geneval desive for veposé, and espe-
cially by the absence of liberty, tottered and fell under the weigh. of all
FEurope.  The Restoration arose wournfully upon these vast ruins 3 and a
new era began for France and for Europe.

‘The Restoration could have but little sympathy with a republie foynded
on the principle of national sovercignty, and which had arisen with great.
uess and distinction from a revolution.  So it is casy to perceive. i the
palicy of the various ministers of the Restoration with regard to the claims
incessantly urged by the United States, the manifest desive to evade them
by every wmeans which circumstances and the interpretation of former trea.
ties could suggest.  We shall see them in the following reasonings, while
admitting the justice ol certain claims, endeavoring to escape the conse-
quences of such admission. .

1. ‘T'he 8th article of the treaty of cession of Louisiana, concluded in

S03, declares that French vessels shall be tieated on the footing of the
st favored wation, iz the ports of that country,  Bat, by the treaty of
Ghent of 1814, the English received advantages in those very ports which
the French have not 3 France has, thevelore, a right to indemmification for
the damages which its commerce may have sustained from this infraction.
The indemnilications demanded on either side are to he weighed against
each otiier 5 the questious are of the same charicter, aud should be treated
in the same negotiation.

2. The King’s Government is not responsible for the acts of the Go.
vernment of Napoleon 3 it acquits positive debts founded upon authcntie
titles, and susceptible of being made clear ; beyond this limit, the Go-
vernment does not consider itsell obliged to make reparation for the acts of
spoliations and injustice committed under the regime of the usurpation.

Ou the fivst point, deawn from the infraction of the 8.h avticle of the
Louisiana treaty, the claim of the Government was legitimate,  1ts justice
was admitted by the Federal Government, and Mr, Rives, minister pleni-
potentiary of the United States, was authorized to make it the subject of a
aepirate negotiation, "Thove arose a difficulty,  Propositions were made,
and notes exchianged, but to no effect,  'Fhe question, on heing submitted
0 & commission. was determined in favor of the conmexion hetween the two
claims.  The following are the conclusions of the report of this commis-
siong presented en the 31st of May, 1830,

1t appears to us, that in making known to the American Goveenment
the determination of the King's Government never to make reparation for
the acts of injustice, violence o apolintion, committed ander the Inperial
Government, it might be declared that France savvenders all claims on
account of the infruction of the Sth article of the treaty of cession of Louisis
ang, on condition that the Federal Government, on its side, should re.
nounce all claims relative to acts commitied before the Kingg's Government
was in power,”

Thege is every reason to heiwwve that the commission, in propusing to
unite two questions, which were declared repeatedly by the American ne-
gotiatory to be independent of ach other, was only endeavoring to gain
time for the French Governmen:, or to place it in » more favorable posi-
tion for terminating the negotiation.

-
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We have endeavored to discover, from the documents furnished to us,
whether any principle had been adopted during the negotiations of the peri-
od, in orderto arrive at the amount of the Josses for which the United
State - required indemnification.

We have found a decision on the subject made by the comn ission, in the
following terms : ¢ If it weve judged necessary to give satisiiction to the
United States on any of the species of claims advanced by the. 1, we think
the only proper mode would be to estimate, as nearly as possible, the
amount of these claims,.and give the United States Government a sum
with which it should agree to satisly the claimants.”

The negotiation however proceeded, but was interrupted by the
revolution of July, which shook all Europe, and gave reason to fear thata
war of principle would force France to resume ler long victorious arms,
T this position, the Goyvernment thought it pradent and proper seriously
to resume its negotiations with the United States. which had been raised by
a long period of prosperity, te an emirent rank among maritime Powers,
and were in a situation to make their flag respected. A commission was
appointed to proceed to a minute examination of the respective claims of
the twn countries, and to propose a hasis for a definitive arrangement,

It is vemarkablethat, after a long discussion on the principle of the indem-
nification, and on the terms of the treaty to be concluded, the majority of
the commision had arrived at the same distribution of cases, and nearly at
the same estimate which was presented to the Emperor in 1814, 8o, by
each report, there would be a just claim for the same species of cases. By
<iie first, the amount of the indemuification was 15,000,000 francs : by the
second, it was 15,747,000 ; but there is one notable difference.  The price
at which the confiscated property was sold, was, from the calculations of
the Duke of Vicenza, considered as in general below the real value, and
the list of vessels as incomplete; from which coasiderations, the sumn was
raised to 18,000,000, In the sccond report, on the contrary, the cargoes
were valued at ondy their price at the place of shipment 5 and the cominis-
sion reduced the sum of the indemnification to 12,000,000 francs.

The infraction of the Louisiana treaty is but slightly noticed in the re-
port of the commission of 1831, It lelt the Government to determine
whether a counter claini should be founded ou i, or whether it should be
made the subject of a special negotiation,

The estimate of the indemnilications presented by the Americans was
widely different from those of cither of our own commigsiona,  According
to a message from iho President of the United States to Congress, sent
July 6th, 1812, we had at that period taken from the United States—

* 1. Before the date of the Berlin and Milun decrecs, - 206 vessels,

2. While those decrees were in force, - . - 307 ¥
3. Since their repeal, - . . . . 45 o«
Total, - . 588

Mr. Rives, an active and skilful negotiator, presenied, in 1831, claims
for 4853 prizes, valued at 14,000,000 dollars, declaring moreover in
his accompanying lettor, that the lists sent did not comprise all the claims,
The sum was, after the first examination, reduced to 13,000,000 dollars,
which, at 3 francs 40 centimes the dollar, made about 70,000,000 francs;
eynal to the demand made -by Mr, Barlow, in his first note, during ‘he
negotiation of 1812,
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“The above is a summary account of the negotiations which were termi-
nated in 1831, by a convention signed on the ath of July, the glorious an.
niversary of the declavation of indgpendence of the United States,

It is to carry this cenvention into cffect, that the ministry now asks the
concurrence of the Chamber. The same demand was made towards the
cluse of our preceding session 3 a committee was ordered to examine the
treaty ; but the mere investigation of the papers presented on the subject
required a great length of time, and the report could not have been sub.
mitted to you before the close of your labors,  Under these circumstances,
M. Benjamin Belessert, ane of tire committee, was requested to express
its regret that the business could not be concluded within the time allowed,
*+The committee,” added our honorable colleague, ¢¢ regrets this the more
deeply, as it is convinced of the importance of the treaty, and as several
chambers of commerce, particularly those of Parvis and Lyous, have ex.
pressed theiv ardent desire to sce the matier promptly settled.” °

Your present committee has employed, in the task assigned to it, all the
zeal and activity which coald accelerate a conclusion so impatiently expect.
ed, 1t directed its labor to the determination of three principal questious,
cach of which will be discussed in its turn.

1. Are the claims of the United States founded on justice ? .

2. Admitting the justice of the claims, is twenty-five millions of {rancs
more than their legitimate amount ?

5. Arc the commercial advantages granted by the Americans to be con.
sidered as suflicient compensation for the losses which were sustained by
the commerce of France in consequence of the non-observance of the
cighth article of the treaty of cession of Louisiana ?

If the American Government had persisted in demanding, withont ex-
ceptions, indemuification for the seizures made in virtue of the decrees of
Berling Milan, and Rambouillét, their claim, urged in that form, could
never have been iistened to. No doubt a time will come, soon we hope,
when private property will be respected on sea as it now is on land ; when
the neutrality of maritime Powers will be generally acknowledged in the.
ory, and observed in practice.  Kver since the treaty of Utrecht, in 1713,
Frauce has never ceased its endeavors to obtain these ameliorations in
the cotle of mational law.  Such is still the wish of all who do not despair
of sceing a complete alliance between morals and pofitics,

But in the present discussion we must vefer only to the principles by
which Governments were guided daring the wars of the Empire. Eng-
land forbade all conunerce with France, under penalty of seizure and con-
fiscation, and declared coasts biockaded on which there was not a single
English vesscl.  'I'hic Imperial Government, in adopting the same system,
and taking the same measnres, exercised the just right of reprisal, Seizures
by which the French suffered, had been made in American ports ; the acts
of all partics were irrevocable,

"T'he question has Leen put on another footing. The minister plenipo-
tentiary of the United States declared in 1812 that the American QGovern-
ment confined its cluims within the following limits : it regarded s subject
to restitution every acizure mude vince the st of November, 1810, tin
date of the repeal of the Berlin and Milan decrecs, as far as they affected
Americans. It attacked the seizures made before this period, whes
they hiad not heen conducted according to legal forms : thus every thing
which did not vesult from a condemnation by the Prizo Council, every
thing which had been done before the Americans could receive notire of
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the prohilitive decrees. ali seizures made in ports out of France; such a»
those at St. Schastian, were considered by the United States as illegiti-
mate, and requiring compensation. 'FThey also demanded repayation for
the lossof a certain number of American vessels, which having been met at
sea by French vessels, were burnt or sunk by them, in order to conceat
their movements {rom the enemy.

It was upon these claims only that discussions were earried on.  Your
comimittee began by laying aside the principles of non-responsibility for
the acts of the Imperial Government, which had been termesl a usurping
Government by the Restoration. 8Such an exception was untenable. A
Government i3 {0’ other nations ouly the representative of that whose
exterior velations it conducts.  The acts of the Emperor were the acts of
a most legitimate power.  The justice of eertain Amaorican claims has been
admitted in principle ; negotiations had been beguu, and were on the
pointgpl” beiug concluded.  This political procecding of the Fmperiab
Government was to be considered as the act of that which succeeded it,
and which, on cutering into power, tock upon itself its burdens and ity
advantages. ‘Fhere may be an intervuption in the existence of a Govern-
ment ; there can be none in that of a people, Govermnents, whatever be
their pretensions, being only representatives ; if the repronch of usurpation
had been founded en justice (and it eertainly was not) it could not pre.
vail against these maxims of public Jaw which guaranty the rights and
reciprocal duties of nations.

This puint teing established, your committee took up the demands of
Mr. Rives, the American winister, in 1851, 'I'hey were presented under
nine heads or classes, and ke proposed to have them discussed by a joint
commission. to be composed of commissioners from each conntry. ‘The
heads, or classes, [categories,] were as follows:

1. Vessels not definitively condemued by the Prize Council.

2. Vessels destroyed at sea.

5. Sums due for articles furnished.

4. Condemnations made eontrary te the convention of 1800,

5. Condemnations made since November 1, 1810.

6. Condemmnations made by incompetent tribunals.

7. Condemnations made without the ordinary furms of procedure.

8, Condemnations made by & retrospective application of the decrees.

9. All seizures for which the joint commission may agree that indem-
nification should be allowed.

According to tiic apinion of the commission of 1831, it was decided, 1st.
That there should be no mixed commission.  2d. That we should treat for
a fixed sum, the distribution of which should be abandoned to the United
States, according to general principles agreed upon between the two Go.
vernments.  3d. That the heads, or classes, propoeed by Mr. Rivey,
s!s)ozld be simplified, and reduped to the four which had been adopted ir:
1814, viz,

1. Veasels seized before the decrees of Berlin and Mitan were known ;
that is to say, within eighty days afier their publication,

2. Veesels scized after the 1st of November, 1610, the date of the reo-
peal of those decrees,

8. Vesels scized in Spain. and sold at Bayonne.

4. Vesscly sunk or burnt by the French squadrons. .

It s the unanimous opinion of your committee that the Govern-
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ment has acted justly in-admitting the:Amervican clains embraced within
thuse limits as the basis of a definitive atrangement with the United
States.

The Goverrment acted justly 5 for, by the principics of the laws of na-
tions, if it be necessary to destrey neuteal vessels in time of war for our
9Wn security, indemuification should be made for the injury.  As (o the
scizuves at St. Sebastian, several circumstances, among others, a letter
published by General Thouvenot, commander of the military division of
Guipuscos, may have induced the Americans to believe that they might
safely enter the port of that city, particularly as one American vesscl had
actually been allowed to unload and dispose of its cargo without molesta-
tion. Qur national honor was interested in the admission of the claims
under this head. With respect {o the scizures made after the repeal of the
jprohibitive decrees, it must be granted that this retrospective proceeding
was unjustifiable, especially as the United States were at the very time com-
mencing a war with-Great Britain, in vindication of their neutrality. Final-
ly, it is conformable with propriety, and with equity, that no prohibitory
measure should be carried into execation, until after a period sufficient to
give the parties whom it weuld affect, an opportunity of kuowing it. Eiglhty
days were allowed for this purpose, in reciprocation of the same period
granted to French vessels by the American non-intercourse act.

Having admitted the justice of the- American claims, we took up the se.
cond question, to wit: Whether the sum of 25,000,C00 francs cuuld have
dee.; reduced ; or, in other werds, whether the Government could not
diave concluded a treaty vith the United States on less onerous terms.

On this point opinions were divided. Some of the committee insisted
that the American claims hed by changing hands, becoine much depreciat.
«ed ; that the present holders would have considered themselves very fortu-
nate in being able to surrender them at a price far less than the sum atlowed
them; and that, if the Government had urged this, it might have obtained
‘better canditions.

Your committee know no fact, and had no rule by which those assertions
-could be weighed. JIn justice, the payment is due, upon proof of the debt,
to the person whe may bo the holder of the claim.  Let the public funds be
ever so low, the capital is not theless justly due. The Government did
not inquire into whose hands the cisims had passed, but whether the sum of
twenty-five wmillions did not excecd their value,

We will, therefore, without longer dwelling upon this consideration,
wvhich is foreign te the matter in question, procced to examine the grounds
on which the above estimate was founded, “['he documonts presented wero :

Several official lists furnished by the administration of the custom-houses,
<howing the vessels which were seized in Spain—those seized in Holland and
-i0ld at Antwerp——and those sciged by the Frenzh authorities and sold in the
same ports an official list, found in the archives of the Prize Council. of
the American vessels condemned botween the (st of January, 1807, and the
a8t of November, 1810 ; together with eleven iists drawn up under the Em.
pive, from official sources, but incomplete.  Among these we shall notice,
1at, Adist of American vessels which hiad entered the ports of France before
having knowledge of the Berlin decree of November 21, 1806, or the Mi-
lan decrees of November 23 and December 17, 1807, 2d. A list of the
American vessels seized in France since the 1st of November, 1810,
3d. 'The official list, furnished by the Minister of Marine, of the American
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vessels burnt or sunk at sca Ly vessels of the French navy.  4th. Seversd
sunplementary lists from the archives of the Council of State.
Alter an attentive examination of these various dacuments, the five fol-
lowing statements were mado out, on which the estimate was founded -
Statement 4.—Destroyed at sea by French vesscls, without any other
motive than the interests of our navy, 31 vessels—allow 31 vessels and SV
cargues, of which 4 were valued by e Rochielort commission, to wit :

Francs. Cent-
The Hart - - - - - 80,2085 27
"'le 'U'wo Friends - - - - - 177,078 05
The Alpha - - - - - 105,119 32
The Minerva - - - - - 264,525 85
Totat - - - 626,928 49

Statement B.—S8eized and condemned by the Prize Council, or by Im-
periat decisions, in virtue of the Berlin and Milan decrces, before the expi-
vation of cighty days from their publication, 42 vessels; from which areto be
deducted—the Jugusta, restored with her cargo ; the Jmerica, which had
lost hier nationality, having been previously captured by an English brig,
and carried into Purtsmouth 5 and the cargoes of the Speculutor, the Charles-
ton, the Hibernia, and the Thomas Jefferson, which vessels were iu ballast
when captured. There vemain, then, 40 vessels and 36 cargoes.

Statement C.—Seizvd in Spain, and carried into Bayonne, 36 vessels ;
from which are to be deducted, the cargo of the Enterprise, sold in Spain
befure the seizure, anti the following eight vessels : the Perseverunce, the

. Reux Fus, the Commodore Rodgers, the Camillu, the Britannia, the Spen-
eer, the Sally, and the Radins, Thero remain, then, 28 vessels and 85 car-
gocs, of which the 85 cargoes brought 7,293,260 francs 99 centimes, cx-
clusive of custom-house duties.

‘Fwenty vessels only were sold by the custom.-house for 262,073 francs ;
the other cight having been surrendered to the administration of Marine
by bmperial decision.

‘The custom-house duties on the 35 cargoes sotd, amounted. according to
the ollicial return of the custom-house, to 8,223,955 francs 27 centimes.

Statement D.—Condemncd, though seized since the 1st of November,
1810, 15 vessels; from which are tu be deducted the Robinson and lier car-
g0, because tho seizer came to an understanding with the party seized, with
the approval of the authorities ; and the Belisarius, restored with her
eargo to the proprictors.  ‘There remain, then, 13 vessels and 13 cargoes.

Statement E.—Seized before the ist of November, 1810, but condemned
after the 28th Apiit, 1811, that is to sy, subsequent to the imperinl decrec
repealing the prohibitory decrees frowm and after the 18t of November, 1810,
12 vessels; from which there being no deduction 1o be made, there are to
be allowed 12 vessels and 12 cargues,

"There are, then, 124 vessels and 127 cargoes for which indemxification
should be mads,

‘Tho number of iilegal seizures and sales having Deen thus ostimated as
nearly as possible, four methods were employed for srviving at their value -

1. Culculating (rom the known value of the cargoes sold, either at Ba-
yonne or at Antwerp, and the valuation made at Rochefort of the four
vesscls wunk, the average value of cach vessel and cargo was estimated a$
294,230 francs 18 centimes
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2. Calculating from the valuations at Rochefort and the sales at Ba-
yonne only, and excluding the sales made at Autwerp, the average value of
cach vessel and cargo would be 214,841 franes 86 centimes.

8. Calculating only from thesvaluations made at Rochefort of the four
vessels in statement J, ilic average value of each vessel and cargo confiscated
would be 156,735 fraucs 9 centimes,

4. V'aking, for the vessels destroyed the valaation of the four made at
Rachefort, and for thuse condemned the price of sale at BBayoune, the ave-
rage value would be,

I1st. Far cach of the vessels destroyed, 156,735 francs 9 centimes.

2d. For each of the vessels condemned, 221,482 fraucs 63 centimes.

The amount for the whole 124 vessels and 127 cargoes would be, ac-
cording to

Francs. Cent.

The 1st method of ascertaining the value, - - 84,234,529 52
ad - - - - - - 27,245,605 16
S - - - - . - 22,132,209 40
4th - - - - 26,081,809 02

Such were the calculations made by the Government, for the parpose of
avriving at the just amount of the indemnification.

We have observed that the claims presented at different times by M.,
Darlow and Mr. Rives were for seventy millions of francs. These negotia-
tors included in their estimates the values of American vessels confiscated
in Holland and sold at Antwerp, in virtue of an arrangement between
Napoleon and the King of Hollard.  ‘They alo brought forward severul
other classes of claims, which could not be allowed.  After numerous con-
ferences, new discussions, and offers ou both sides, the sum of twenty-tive
millions of francs was agreed upon as the amount of the indemnificafion,
10 be paid by instalnents, and bearing an interest of tour cent. per an:
num, until the whole sum was discharged.

Various objections have been urged against the estimates made by the
Government,

It has been asked whether the four vessels and cargoes valued at Roclie-
fort weve subject to indemnification, there being no sicans of ascertaining
whether they were, when destroyed, legally liable to seizure or not,

T'his uncertainty, and the principle (incommoda vitantis melior quam
commoda petentis est cunsa, ) veguiving that, in doubtful cases, the inter-
pretation and decision should bo in favor of the party which loses, and not
of that which gains, induced your committee to admit these vessels, for the
determination of the amount of indemnification.

One of our colleagues was of opinion that statement I, of which
the commission of 1830 had no knowledge, shiould not be tuken into con.
gsideration by ud 3 he proposed. in fact, that we shouid examine no docu-
ment which had siot been produced in 1850 and 1831, "L'o this, the reply
was, that it would be dificult to justify such a decision, it being our duty
to coliect every thing which could throw light on ouy deliberations, and on -
those of the Chamber,  Besides which, the statorent in guestion bore the
same character of authenticity with the other documents ofticially furnishi-
ed to the committee, and the vessely coming under that class were included
in the lists found among the archives of the Council of State.

'Tho committes then examined an observation of the comminsion of 1850,
relative to the sales made at Bayonne, ‘Ihut commission proposed to take
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as the basis of the estimate. not the selling price of the cargocs, but their
price at the place of shipment, on the principle that colonial goods were
at that time excessively dear 'in France. ‘This remark, suggested to the
Government in ovder that it might be used in the pecuniary discussion
with the United States, should be now reduced to its real importance,

At the time the sales were made at Bayonne, that city was rather a place
of war thau of commerce, aud there could have been but little competition
in prices ; besides which, the obligation to pay the custom-house dutics in
ready money, and the precipitate sale made of so great a mass of colonial
productions at once, must have rendered such sale by no meaus advanta-
geous.  Of this, the best proof is in the difference between the products
of the custom-house duties and of the sales ; the duties amounting to eight
millions, and the sales to but seven millions. On comparing these sales
with those made at Autwerp, & city of great commerce, and where there
was much established competition, we shall be astonished at the lowness
of the valuations made at Bayonne and Rochefort.  This lowness of price
was acknowledged by the Duke of Vicenza in his report to the Emperor
on the 11th of January, 1814. The price of a vessel and cargo sold at
Antwerp, was 854,000 f. instead of 214,000 f., which would have been its
value in proportion te the estimate at Bayonne, It must thercfore be ad-
witted that this latter valuation was not too high.

Sume members have expressed doubts as to the justice of the indemnifi-
cation for the twelve vessels in statement B, which had been seized before
the 1st of November, 1810, and condemned after the 28th of April, 1811,
the date of the ofticial repeal of the decrees. It has been said that the date of’
the condemnation was not to be considered, but thaf of the seizare only ;
that the twelve vessels were seized while the prohibitory decrees were in
force, that they were of right under the jurisdiction of the Prize Ceuncil,
and that their condemnation was only the natural consequence of proceed-
ings legally conducted.

Your committee was aware of the force of this objection ; but taking into
view the extreme rigor of the decrees, which had been declared by Napoleon
himself ¢to be a return to the barbarism of the early ages;”* and considering
that if these decrees were to be judged according to the true principles of
nationat law, in an age, not of barbarisn but of civilization, they would
be cstecmed as evils which are indeed authorized in a state of war, but for
which satisfaction <hould be made ; considering also, that the matter in
questicn between Jirance and the United States was not a sottlement in
which amnunts were to be positively ascertained and admitted, but an act
of mutual kindness, a commercial and political approximation uwseful to
both partics, your committee, though presenting the objection in all its
force, has not thought proper to admit it as a ground of reproach to the
ministry of 1851, nor to regard it as a sufficient motive for refusing to
the present ministry the means of carvying the treaty into execution,

our committee has endeavored to make estimates itself, for the pur-
pose of camparing thew with those made by ths Government. In so doing,
it has howsver deducted from statement A one vessel and cargo, (the
Governor Barnes, captured by the Uranie,) because of the uncertainty as to
the preciso date of their destruction, admitting as certain the four vesacls
of statement 4, and the twelve of statement E.

It hus taken as the basis of its estimates—

1. For the vessels burnt or sunk at sca, the mean of the [our valuations
made by the commission at Rochefort, which is 156,735 f. 9 cent.
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2. For the vesscls and cargoes sold at Bayonne, the product of said sales,
deducting the custom-house duties, which product is 7,293,260 f. 69 cent.
3. For all other cases, the mean resulting from the sales at Bayonne,
combined with the valuation at Rochefort, which is 189,10¢€ [. 86 cent.
From these we have arrived at the following estimates :
Stalement, Vessels. Cargoes. Franes. Cent.  Francs, Cenl. -

A 26 26 4,075,112 34
4 4 val. unc, 626,940 49
C 20 35 7,555,335 99
B&D 58 49 9,518,749 14
E 12 12 val. unc. 2,269,506 32
Total 115 126 20,049,197 47 2,896,246 81

2,896,246 81

23,845,444 28

So the certain values amount to nearly 21 millions, and those which are
uncertain to nearly 3 millions. ‘T'o which should be added the value of eight
vessels not sold at Bayonne, and given to the administration of the Marine,
in virtue of imperial decisions.

These calculations come very near the estimate on which the Govern-
ment must have founded its ultimate determination of the amount of the
indemnification. It appears, from Mr. Rives’s correspondence, that he
insisted at first on thirty-two millions. The minority of the committee of
1830 were in favor of admitting thirty millions ; their opinion, however,
was not received, either by the majority or by the Government.

A previous offer of fifteen millions had-been made and refused ; new con-
ferences ensued, after which the Government proposed twenty millions,
while the American minister on his side came down to thirty millions, The
ministry then in power, viewing the question as one of great political and
commercial moment, resolved to put an cnd to "~~~ harassing negotiations,
and the American minister having further lowered his demands, the sum
of twenty-five millions of francs was finally agreed upon.

It we compare the estimates presentéd by me, with thnso of the first
valuation made Jauuary 11, 1814, which amounted to eighteen millions
at the beginning, and take into consideration the known results of the con-
vention of 1831, it must in honor be admitted, that the sacrifice impused
upon the Treasury of the State, ow much soever it may be regretted, can-
not be r¢fused without wounding the principles of justice, and jeoparding
the interests of our commerce and industry. Such is the epinion of your
committee.

In the order of the discussion, we now arrive at the treaty of cession
of Louisiana, By the cighth article of that convention, French vessels
were to be treated in the ports of Louisiana on the footing of the most fa-
vored nation. France ceded that colony to the United Btates, and the
commercial advantages which she reserved to hersclf were a part of the
price for which the cesslon was made ; these being fixed in the treaty, the
American Government could neither limit the, extent, nor the duration;
and it followed, that if other nations obtained moro favorable treatment
in the ports of Louisiana, France was cntitled to reccive the same. Thus,
when England obtained, by the Ghent treaty in 1815, the same privileges

.
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for her vessels in the ports of the United States, which were enjoyed by
American vessels, Frauce considered hersell justified in demanding that
her vessels should receive the same favor in the ports of Louisiana.

‘T'wo objections were made to this claim. ‘I'he United States urged that
the concession made to England was not gratuitous; that they merely
granted the same advantages which their own vessels enjoyed in the ports
of the English colonies ; and that, if they should rcceive from France the
same {avors, they would treat ler in like manrer. But this objection is
controverted by the preceding obscrvations.  France had alfeady paid the
price of the privilege demanded, and that privilege had been granted to her
without the exaction of any other conditions.

The secagd objection raised by the United States was, that they had no
right, by their legislation, to grant special privileges in one partof the fede-
ral territory, which were notenjoyed by all pther parts ; and that therefore
foreigners cannot be received in the ports of Lonisiana in a manner differ-
ent from that in which they ave received in other ports of the Usion.  To
this abjection, it is sufficient to reply, that it was not urged when the Unit-
ed States rcserved for France these special advantages in the ports of
Louisiara, by the treaty of 1808, which was ratified by Copgress accord-
ing tothe terms required by the constitution s yet the system of legislation
was then the same as at present.  Besides, the intercourse hetween nations
is not regulated by the legislation of any one, but by treaties. The com-
mercial privileges claimed by France were fuunded on express stipulations
in a treaty formally made; and if that treaty were to be modified, such
modification could only be made with the consent of both the parties to it.

It is therefore evident that France had a right to demand veparation of
the injury sustained by its commerce, in consequence of the proceedings of
the Federal Guvernment. The difliculty consisted in finding somme way in
‘which this reparation could be convenicntly made.  Generally, when repa-
ration or compensation is demanded, some material loss kas been sustained,
some object has been destroyed.  But here the case is different, The loss
sustained by the French merchants was of the opportunity of trading advan-
tageously with Louisiana ; and that which is to be estimated is an cventual
benefit, which there is no positive mode of appreciating. The United
Statcs, in order to resolve this difficulty, consented toa considerable reduc-
tion in the duties on French wines in all their ports for the ensuing ten
years—a concession which has already proved highly advantageous to the
exportation of our wines. 'T'he reparation is of the same character with
the damage sustained ; profits are to bo made in compcusation for those
which have not been made. The transaction is favorable to our foreign
commerce, which only wants opportunity of extension, to bocome Hourish-
ing. The United States now offer the most udvantageous market for the
productsof our soil and industry.

We have one last obscrvation to make on this important head. The
Minister of Foreign Affairs has toid us that, from the researchies he has
made, the dutiea paid by Freuch commerce exceed by 400,000 francs the
sum which would have been paid had France been treated on the footin
of the most favored nation in the ports of Loulsiana.  On the other hand,
the cemmerce of France, in consequence of the reduction in the duties on
our wines, allowed nince the treaty of 1831, has gained 1,200,000 francs.
8n :lw loss of which Frauce complained, has alveady been well compen-
sated.
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Of the 25,000,000 francs allowed as indemnification, 1,500,000 fraucs
remain in the hands of the French Government. ‘This sum is destined to
satisfly the claims presented by France, in favor o its citizens, or of the pub-
lic T'reasury, cither for articles supplied long since, and accounts the set-
tlement of which had been reserved, or for seizures, captures, deteution and
illegal destruction of vessels, cargoes, or other Freuch property. 1Itis
left to the Government to examine the demands for indemnification . de
by Frenchmen, some of which have been officially communicated to your
committee. We doubt not that all claims founded in justice will be ad-
mitted ; such is the duty of the admiuistration, and its honor and justuess
are interested in performing it.

You have submitted to your commitiee a petition, addressed to you in
the name of the members of the Legion of Luxembourg, by Mr. Briet,
their attorney. They declare the United States indebted to them for
ald services, and that they have on different occasions made fruitless
endeavors to obtain a scttlement of their claims. "Uhey now propose that
you should insert an amendment into the law, in their favor. Your
committee could not enter upon the examination of this claim, which. is
accompanied by ne document. As to the amendment propuscd, it should
not be taken into consideration ; by adding any clause whatever to a treaty,
the Chamber would go beyond its constitutional limits. "This right be-
longs only to the Executive. The Chamber has the right to refuse the
appropriations necessary for carrying into cffect a treaty which may
appear to endanger the dignity and interest of France, ot to grant such
appropriations if the treaty be evidently concluded according to the vules
of justice, and for the real advantage of the country.

We have now to examine the main question in its most important cha-
racter, that is, in its political and commercial points of view. The treaty
of 1831 has effaced the last traces of misunderstanding between two
free nations, the Governments of which have the same origin, which have
no rivalship as to their respective interests, and which should be united by
the same poltical vicws. 'Fhis good understanding will be productive of
happy results [or both natiens, at present and in future. They stand in
need of each other, and the natural slliance of nations is principally found-
ed on community of feclings and interusts.

The United States ave not in a situation tocarry on manufactures, so as
to compete with those of Europe, and especially of France. ‘I'he high
price of labor, the want of proper habits for such pursuits, and the ease
with whick they may obtain the products of a fertile soil of almost unlimit-
ed extent, must long prevent them from submitting to the irksome and
steady labors of manufacturers. They will long continue to seek in agri-
culture and foreign trade that wealth and that power which are at pre-
sent the most undoubted tests of the welfarc of societion, and the strength
of States.

Ou the other hand, the Americans, without being artists, ave fond of the
atts 5 and, without being manufactorers, seek for the more beautiful pro.
ducts of industry, Bronzes, mavbles, the costly furniture of onr Parisian
workshops, our jewelry, carpets, porcelain, wilks, &c. find in the United
States a daily increasing market. ‘I'he Americans consume our wines
and brandies ; they adopt our fashlons, and dress in our stuffs, The city
of Lyons alone sent them last year silks to the value of fifty millions
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of francs. And we, in return, receive the raw material which we want,
and which, after having been worked up, again crosses the ocean ; and
thus is a constant interchange maintained, to the great advantage of Loth
countries.

“Scarcely had the ratifications of the treaty of 1831 been exchanged,
when the American Government carried into cffect the clause relating to
the reduction of duty on our wines ; it granted free entry to French silks,
by keeping up a discriminating duty of ten per cent. on thuse imported
from China, and has ever since that period manifested, on all occasions,
the intention of establishing the most intimate commercial relations with
France. The utility of these relations is generally appreciated in our
manufacturing cities and maritime ports. Since 1830, the exportation of
wines and maunufactures has considerably incrcased ; a fact interesting to
our agriculture and industry, which has had considerable effect on the de-
liberations of your committee. The Americans undoubtedly participate
in the advantages of this increase of trade, but that very circumstance is
sufficient to ensure its extension and long duration. 'T'here is nothing left
at present, which can give rise to mistrust or jealousy between France and
the United States. The two nations, whose fraternal flags have waved in
triumph over the same battle-field, for the same cause, should look on the
progress of each other with satisfaction, and advance hand in hand in the
- way to social perfection. Such is the only rivalship which should exist be-
tween them.

From the considerations, which [ have successively indicated, and
which are submitted for your impartial examination, your committee pro-
pose the adoption of the following

BILL.

ArT. 1. The Minister of Finance is authorized to take the necessary
measures for carrying into effect the first and second articles of the trea-
ty signed on the 4th of July, 1831, between the King of the French and
the United States of America, the ratifications whercof were exchanged
at Washington on the 2d of February, 1882, according to which the sum
of twenty-five millions of francs is. to be paid by France.

ArT. 2. The Minister of Finance shall provide for the execution of the
arrangements resulting from the third and fourth articles of said treaty, by
which the United States engage to pay to France 1,500,000 francs, in or-
der to free themsclves from all the claims of French citizens or of the pub-
lic Treasury. The disposal and distribution of the above sum shall be the
gbject of a special account of debtor and creditor in the budgets of the

tate.

DEBATES.
Frioay, March 28, 1834,

Tur. PRESIDENT o THE CHAMBER oF DEPUTIES.

Gentlemen : 'The order of the day is the discussion of the prajét de
iol, for carryinguinto cxecution the treaty of July 4, 1881, between
France and the United States.
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M. Bo1ssy p’ANGLAS,

Gentlemen : If the treaty submitted to us offered any real advan-
tages for France, if it were established on principles of justice and reci-
procity, I should not oppose the bill now before you ; but as 1 find in it
none of those characters, I thivk that we should not agree to the payment
of an enormous sum, which the unlurtunate situation of our finances dves
not allow us to part with gratuitously.

The resistance made by the Restoration to these claims should render
us extremnely cautious with respect to them ; if the late Government, sub-
mitting ay it did to the other immense demands made by foreigners,
always refused to allow those of the United States, how can we accept a
charge of which cven it would never acknowledge the justice?

Three times, as you, gentlemen, all know, has the Government proposed
to you the bifl which we are now discussing ; and I frankly svow that the
reasons advanced in its favor by the Minister of Finance, on the 6th of
April, 1833, instead of convincing me of the propriety of the treaty, have
demonstrated the contrary to my satisfaction. It is only by the report of
our fionorable colleague, M. Jay, that we can Icarn the true state of the
question ; 1 render all justice to the labors of the committee, and . to the
Juminous explanations which it has made ; but I think that conclusions
may be drawn from them of a nature cntircly contrary to those which
it has adopted.

T'he Minister of Finance, in his reasons for adopting the bill, expressly
acknowledges ¢ that however rigorous the decrees of Berlin, Milan, and
Rambouillét may have been, and however prejudicial to the commerce of
neutrals, they were nothing more than reprisaly against the orders in
council of the British Admiralty ; that the United States, on their part, had
in 1809 ordered, by way of reprisal against France and England, the con.
fiscation of all vessels of France, England, and of some other countries, *
which should enter their ports, as also of all products of the soil or industry of
France and England, brought into the United States by vessels of any nation
whatever, 'T'he adoption of such measures totally changed:the position of
the United States with vegard to their complaints about the Berlin, Milan,
and Rambouillét decrees 3 and the Fedeval Government,” adds the Min-
ister of Kinance, ¢by endeavoring to do itsell justice, had lost its right
to inGemnification for seizures made in virtue of these decreees,”

Your committee, gentlemen, has formally recognised this same principle :
its report says, ¢ Napoleon, for his'own defence, was forced to make just
reprisals, and to exercise a right paramount over all others—the supreme
right of necessity.” And again : +¢ In examining tiie progress of this new
maritime code. it is evident that France did not provoke its dispositions,
but received them ready made from England.”

80 you see that, after such n recognition of the rigorous rights of war,
France was forced to employ reprisals which had been provoked hy ity
cneinies, and imposed by necessity.  We may well ask, after this, how our.
Government could have subjected itself to the Yﬂymcnt of twenty-five
millions to the United States, which confiscated our vessels, and lhe
Productions of onr soil and industry in vessels of whalsocver nation lhey
may have been introduced into America. :

ther nations at war with France made use of measures with regard to the
United States no less rigorous than those prescribed by tho said decrees, and
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no Jess prejudicial to their commerce, and in like manner confiscated their
vessels and cargoes, by way of reprisals.  From these nitions the Federal
Government bas demanded nothing, Lecause it recognised, with respect
to them, the principles and consequences of a mutual compensation. Why
should we not claim the same right, since the Restoration so successfully
used it in repelling unjnst exactions ?

If our Government be destined to submit toinjustice from a nation which
awes its very cxistence to the generosity of the French ; if we have not in-
voked a sacred right, which the Federal Government has respected in
others ; il we are to be under the necessity of again passing. as in 1815,
under the furcae canidina of all nations, a treaty based upon the most
rigorous justice can at most oblige us to pay only the excess of the injury
recelved from us by this nation, which forgets that its independence was
bought by the blno! and treasure of France. It is only after an exact com-
parison of their losses with those which we have sustained from them, that
it can be known whether or not we are their debtors. ‘The Government
should have made such a comparisen before it subscribed to a losing
treaty.  Your commitice was aware of the force of this objection ; its
veporter has informed us of the investigations into which it entered ; and
we see that, in order to determine the United States to declare war against
England, und to encourage them in their endeavors to support it, the Em.
peror Napoleon did attend to the cluims advanced by the Federal Govern-
meut, and that negotiations were begun in 1812 with his Minister of Fo-
reign Affairs. :

But that which was then the effect of his far-reaching policy, and after-
wards the result of the sad necessity in which he had been placed by his
dreadful reverses, cannot now be alleged as a reason for paying a suin
twice as great as then admitted, without taking into account the losses
suffered by us, and for which we have on our part to demand satisfaction,

‘The report presented to the Emperor Napoleon by the Minister of Fa.
reign Affuirs, on the tith of January, 1814, (recotlect the date and the
disasters of that period,) declaves that nothing is due on account of vessels
seized in virtue of the Berlin and Milan decrees, and that the indemnifi-
cations {or vessels scized after their revocation may amount io thirteen
millions. It is trac, the minister admitted that, making a higher estimate
of the values ol the vessels and cargoces, this sum might be raised to
cighteen millions.

"T'he Chiamber will not be deceived as to thie real motive which, in 184,
induced this minister to propose such a sacrifice to Napoleon, in order to
engage the United States in a war with Great Britain g he yielded to the
dire necessity in which his disasters had placed him, {or, as the reporter
observes, the last hour was come: but it would be a great mnistake to con.
clude, from this, that the Iinperial Government renounced the principle of
tompensation, to which the right of reprisal had given origin, This is
proved by the fact that nothing was said at the time abput alleging, in op-
position, the claims of French merchaunts, on account of the confiscations
or destruction of their vessels, made by virtue of the vesolution of the
Federal Government, or by its infraction of the treaty of 1803.

I acknowledge with the committec, that if the Government of the Re-
storation hiad opposed the demands of the United Btates on no other
grounds than that they were not called upon to repair injurles caused by
the acts of the Emperor, it would have been in the wrong ; but its re-
sistance was bnsed on legitimate motives, the justice of which was admit.
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ted in part by the plenipotentiary of the Federal Governinent, as the reporter
informs you—I mean the infraction of the 8th article of the Louisiana treaty.
1€ to this be added the amount of losses sustained by our cominerce, in consc-
quence of the political measures of the United States. I could prove that the
treaty of 1831 cannot receive yourasseat : for this I need not recur to the acts
and protocoly of the Governinent of the Restoration : 1 have ouly to repeat
the words of the Minister of Finance, in his reasons already cited. He
says, * that, besides its just claims on account of losses, and the pecaniary
demands of various sorts, made by French citizens, on the Federal Go-
vernment, Frauce had yet to ... ain satisfaction respecting the 8th article of
the treaty of cession of Louisiana, which secared to our navigation in the ports
of that part of the Union the treatment of the most favored nation ; of which
advantage it was deprived by the vefusal to give the same privileges which
were, by the treaty of 1814, assigned to the English.”  Thus, gentlemen,
although we may believe that we cannot require that iutual compensation,
which the state of hostility has legitimated ; although we may aduwit the
hasis which the Imperial Government appeared willing to acknowledge,
when near its downfall, in order to preserve the support of the United
States against England, yet must we atlow that from these thirteen mil-
lions ave to be deducted the losses of French vessels, and the damages re-
sulting from the infraction of the treaty of 1808,

Those are rights, gentlemen, which establish the most just demands ;
rights which should have formed the basis of the negotiatiuns, and which
we are now precluded from advancing, by the intevvention of the treaty.
In my opinion, the claims founded on them would exceed those of the
Utited States: and were the latter even just, their amount cannot be
placed in competition with the Joss of the advantages of the 8th article of
the treaty of 1803.

The Federal Government demanded from France indemnification for
American vessels seized, confiscated, or burnt at sea, daring the war of |
the revolution,  Your committee acknowledges that the Imperial Govern.
ment had adopted measures as violent a3 the laws of’ war required, in re-
taliation for these adopted by the encmy.

If the United States believed they had a right to indemmification by
Fraunce, they should have participated, in 1815, in those disgraceful trea.
ties which Kurope imposed upon her : they would then have obtained their
part of the thousand millions which lier cnemies appropriated to thens-
selves, They did not do 8o, because they saw, even at that sad period,
that such a claim was unfounded.

In fact, gentlemen, you have scen, in the report of your committec, that
an imperial decree of the 5th of August, 1810, revoked conditionally
those of Berlin and Milan, and was to have effect from the 18t of No-
vember following, if the British Government repealed its orders of block-
ade, or if' the United States should have caused their independence to be
vespected, That event happened, andgput an end to recipeocs) acts of
hostility, If the ¥ederal Government ?n-,licvcd their right to indemuifica-
tion just, it should have made It the comdition of a return to reciproral
relations of good intelligence : by not duing so, it imposed on itsell the
obligation to demand nothing in future.

After an acknowledgment, which I regard as formal, of their abandon-
ment of every demand, it s to be believed that, if the United States had
not forgotten the inmense sacrifices made by France to sccure their
independence, they would remember the misfortuncs which she drew upon
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hersell by taking up arms to defend the American insurvection : they
would have recollected that events long past had been productive ol
logses to thaose whom they affected, and they would have endeavored to
make uy forget those sacrifices and misfortunes which are beyond indemni-
fication, If, laying aside such weighty considerations, we are forced to con-
fine ourselves to the treaty which is submitted to us, what, gentlemen, do we
find there ? 'I'wenty-five millions to pay ; the luss of the advantages of
the treaty of 1803 : and a diminution in the duties on long staple cottons.

What do they offer in remuneration ? 1,500,000 franes, as an indem-
nification for pecuniary claimns, and a diminution of import duty upon our
wines for ten years. :

Can any one discover, in such stipulations, that reciprocity of advan-
tages which the Government announces? Certainly not, gentlemen.

In the first place, our pecuniary claims, which I consider as important
as the value of American ships lost, are fixed at so low a rate, compared
with their real importance, that it appears to me shameful to aceept it.
Upon what basis was it settled > Upon what documents was it deter-
mined > The Government communicated to your committee those rela-
tive to the claims of the United States ; but they did not communicate a
statement of the losses sustained by our commerce. This 1,500,000 op-
posed to 25,000,000 to pay, is of trifling importance. Under what as-
pect must it be considered, when it appears certain to me that the losses
sustained by our commerce would equal those of the Americans? If to
this, you add the amount of the damage for the time we have been de-
prived of the advantages which were secured to us by the treaty of 1803,
you will find that France gives 25 millions for nothing.

In the second place, gentlemen, what is the diminution during ten
years only upon the duties of our wines, when compared with the aban-
donmenit forever of the advantages which the treaty of 1803 secured to
us, added to that from the diminution in the duties paid in France upon
long staple cottons? I hope to be deceived, gentlemen ; but if you accept
the proposed law, the diminution of duties upon the entry of our wines
will soon suffer the same fate with the stipulation in the treaty of libera-
tion with Hayti, which was withdrawn the day after it was promised.
I do not count upon a sincerc execution of that promise, which in one or
two years will be to us what the treaty of 1803 has proved.

Thus you see, gentlemen, the consequence of the abandonment of that
treaty ; it deprivesus, without return, of the illimitable advantages which
were sccured to our navigation in Louisiana, and assures them to Eng-
land. In other words, it deprives us of all commerce with a vast country,
which entertains for us the precious remembrance of ancient patronage,
whose inhabitants have the sume customs and wants with ourselves:
whilst it will be impossible for us to compete with England, which will
enjoy the favors renounced by us. Those advantazcs [or our commerce
were to have been unlimited andeperpetual ; henceforward, they will be
limited to an inconsiderable consumption of one of our products.

By the treaty of 1803, France had secured to herself u market for all
her productions in competition with England, By that which is now
submitted to you, you lose this advantage, and you renounce forever the
establishment of any other commerce, except that of wines for a limited
time, in a vast country, which is French in its manners and inclinations.
Can you discover in this trifling preference, igranted to one of your pro-
ductions, and during a short period, a just indemnification for so many
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fosses > And, morcover, we arc made to pay twent -five millions for it,
besides a diminution of duty upon the introduetion of long staple cottons.

I'have hazarded nothing, gentlemen, when I asserted that the (reaty
which is submitted to you does not offer the reciprocity of advantages
which the Minister of Finance pretended. 1 go further, and assure you
that the imtroduction of the products of our vineyards, upon which those
advantages are estimated, is an illusion ; that, if it continues with the same
results as down to the present time, it will become, on the contrary, an
onerous charge. You have seen that the 7th articlé of the treaty of 1831
stipulates for this introduction upon a tarifl of reduced duties ; but it stipu-
lates, also, that France shall establish the same duty upon the long staple
cottons of the United States, as upon the short staple.

In reading the report of dyour committee, 1 observed that they assert
that the diminution of the duties of jmportation upon wines will be an
advantage to the French commerce of 1,200,000 francs.

An authentic document, which is your own work, goes to demonstrate
not only that the French commerce cannot count on this brilliant advan-
tage, but that the difference of duties paid on the introduction of long
staple cottons absorbs and exceeds it.

It results from the report made by my honorable friend and colleague,
M. Pelét de la Lozére, in the name of the Committee on Supplementary
Credits, that the Government has demanded, and you have granted, a
sum of 80,000 francs, to reimburse the United States for the extra duties
paid on long staple cottons, since the ratification of the new treaty, inore
than had been returned on our wines. Permit me to read this part of
the report of my honorable colleague.

“ Tﬁis article is connected with the treaty with the United States of
the 4th July, 1831, Stipulations have heen made in this treaty, inde-
pendent of the indemnification of 25 millions to the credit of the United
States, from which are to be deducted 1,500,000 franes to the benefit of
France, for the reciprocal advantage of the commerce of the two countries.
The United States had engaged to reduce the duties on the wines of
France ; and France had engaged not to exact a higher duty upon long
staple cottons than upon short staple. The treaty was to take effect upon
the exchange of ratifications, which exchange took plage at Washington the
2d February, 1832.  But between the date of the ratification of the treaty
and the time when it became known in the ports of the two countries, the
duties were collected both on wines and cottons according to the old
tariff. The Government of the United States has made a deduction of
the difference upon the wines of France since the ratification, and caused
the same to be restored. They ask the same restitution for their cottons
in favor of their commerce. It appears to be but just. It is to cover
this expenditure that the sum of 80,000 {rancs is demanded.

“The committec proposes to allow this eredit; but with the under-
standing that nothing is to be considered as thereby predetermined (pre-
Jugé) with regard to the treaty. This treaty consists of two parts en-
tircly distinet; one relates to indemnification claimed by the United
States for injurics done to their commerce by the exceution of the de-
crees of Berlin and Milan ; the other relates to the custom-house dnties
collected in the two countries,

28
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o Thic Jattes part is of the nature of a commercial treaty ; and its execu-
tion is commenced, whilst the other is in suspense.  The treaty as a whole,
instead of taking effcct from the date of ity ratifications, can only do so
from the date of the law which may be passed by the Chamber.

«On this occasion, the nature of our Goverment and of the constifu-
tion secnss to have been forgottens  And we are presented with the anomaly
of & treaty, pact of which is Leing executed, while the remainder is under
discussion.”

Thus, gentlemen, by the anticipated and perhaps illegal execation of a
treaty, which, if properly considered, is at vaviance with the interests of
France, the difference of the respective duties upon wines and long staple
cotlous is 80,000 francs to our loss.  Tlow can it be supported after this
authentic fuct, that France should prowise herself any great advantage
from the introduction of wines in the United States, when the dimination
of the dutics upon the long stajte cuftons of that country had made so great
a difference to onr disadvantage during the last year, and one which will
increase in future from the activity of our manufactories ?

How has the commitice discovered an advantage of 1,200,000 francs,
when we have had to pay 80,600 francs to the United States 2 Gentlemen, I
wish to believe that, when performing their fabor, they were not aware of
the conscivntions report of our honorable colleague, for if they had known
it, they would not have presented to us hopes which your vote upon the
required appropriation of 80,000 francs has aunihilated.

However, gentleimen, do not apprehend that you have bound yoursclves
by the restitution you have decreed.  The Committee of Supplementary
Credits has wisely protested against the induction that wight be drawn
from this exccution of the treaty ;i and you have declared by your organ
that it was well understood that it was not to be considered as predetermin-
ing any thing counected with this treaty.

Without doubt, gentlemen, we ought to avoid alienating the affections of
the American Government ; but to the sacrifices of every Kind which France
has made to secure her existence, shall we 2dd an enormous sum, which
the disordeved state of our finances does not permit us to give gratuitously ?
Shall we take from our citizens the price of their labors, to pay a demand
from which justice absolves us ? Shall we add to the loans which we have
alveady unfortunately authorized, a rew loan more burdensome still 2 No,
gentlemen, we cannot, we ought not to do it, for we are here to defend the
tinarces of the countey, We should invoke the principles of justice, under
these circumstances, and follow the example of the Restoration, which re-
fused to yicld to the demands of the Americans, when it shamefully sub-
mitted to those of all the petty princes of Kuarope.

T'o ourselves, we should have reason bo [ear that France may repeat the
too well founded reproach, made the last year on account of the Greek
Toan, of vur distributing, witheut necessity and without justice, millions to
foreigners, who are not even grateful for it.

I shall vote against the bill which is now before you.

General Honrser. Seuasriaxt, [late Minisler of Foreign Affuirs.]

Gentlemen = It it were enough that the weighty question you are about
to decide had been neatly propeunded, accurately sindied, all its details
thoronghly investigated, snd all its doubtful points illusteated, after the
ample und well diawn report reasd to you in the nume of your committee, [
ought to be silent 5 but when stipulrtivns which 1 huve signed, when ene
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gagements which I have not feared to subscribe in the name of the country,
are submitted for your examination, I consider myself as fulfilling a duty
to the Chamber, to the administration I have had the honor to direct, and
perhaps to myself, in laying before you, at the commencement of yowr de-
liberations, a succinct statement of the principles as well as of the facts
whirh have governed my conduct, and which 1 trust will secure for it your
assent and sanction.

The author of the report, in expatiating, as he has, upon the origin
of our disputes with the United States, hkas also saved me from the most
arduous and the most important part of my task ; for the mere history of
the diliculties which have for so Yong a peviod embarrassed the relations of
Frauce with the Government of the Union, iy at once the plainest and best
Justification of the act by which these embarrassments have been removed.

You have heard that narvative, and it is not my purpose to weary yon
by relating what is well known.  ‘The Chawmber is aware that the claims
of the United States date back more than twenty years ; that they originat-
ed at that period of universal contlict which cost the people of Europe so
inuch blood and treasure : the Chamber is aware with what blameable and
violent measures those claims are connected, and how thuse measures were
chiaracterized by the very power which ordered them ; that at the moment
when the quarrel of which the Continent had until then been the scene,
was also extended to the ocean, commerce was swidenly expelled to give
place to battles, and our ally, an inoffensive third party, suddenly sur.
prised between two lines of hostilitics and reprisaly, veceived blows which
were not aimed at her; in fine, the Chamber is aware that a more regulae
state of things had scavcely permitted the Cahinets of Paris and Washing-
ton to restore their relations to their former footing, when the latter, pro-
testing against the acts which had marked the late struggle, commenced
its demanils for indemnification, and the Imperial Government, acknowe
ledging the justice of the complaints preferred against it, proceeded
to decide upon them, and to negotiate for their payment. I will not revert
to those facts, the correctness of which the author of the report has settled,
and the consequences and bearing of which he has unfolded while examin-
ing them.

Before speaking pf the negotiations continued by the King’s Govtrnment,
Iwill say a few words as to the state in which [ found themn,

‘The Imperial Government—I have just reminded you, gentlemen, and it
is material that you should not forget it, for that opinion has servesl as our
point of departuve, and the guaranty of oup estimateof thc American claims—
the Imperial Government had recognised their justice at least in part ; and
the report of M. de Caulaincourt shows that from fifteen to eiglhteen millions
were to have been offored to the Government of the Union as indemnification.
But the Exmperor was then engaged in the last efforts of his terrible strug..
Fle. and the offer was not followed up, because of his increasing disasters 3
io fell, lcaving to the country the debts incurred by the war,  You know,
geutlemen, whether France has paid them dearly or not: but in the midst
of the gloomy reminiscences of timt disastrous period, there is one of a dif-
ferent character, to which it is proper I should advert ; namely, that wher
all the allied Powers were exacting from us at once indemnifications and
contributions to ko great an amount, the United States alone refused to
apply for their claims through these Poweps, and to unite their pecuniary
demands with those of the European Coalition.
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As soon as the storm was iii a weasure calmed, the Cabinet of Washing-
ton renewed to the Royal Government its demands for indemnification
The first note of the American minister to M. de Richelieu is dated in
November, 1816. M. de Richelicu then intimated, that, cunsidering the
oxbausted state of the French finances, a lacit posiponement was the only
way to reserve the rights of the United States; and when that minister
asked the Chambers for an appropriation of seven hundred millions, he
stated that it was fur the purpose of settling the accounts of France with
the European Powers only. 'This was in principle acknowledging and
expressly reserving the American claims. No minister has since dared
to retract that recognition, although more than one may have discussed its
extent, and may have denicd the entire accuuntability of the legitimale
royalty fur the proceedings of what was then called the usurpation. No
miunistor has dared explicitly to deny the debt ; but its amount remained
unascertained. There were, besides, other grievances to be redressed,
other claims to be satisfred. Such, gentlemen, were the conflicting pre-
tensions on both sides, such the multiplicity of incidental matters raised
and debated, that, after fifteen years of active, continuous, and pressing
negotiations, pursued with ardor by thyee successive American plenipoten-
tiaries at Paris, the basis of a settlement could not, ostensibly at least, be
agreed upon.

You do uot expect, gentlemen, that I should trace back the phases and
the intricacies of those aburtive negotiations ; that I should acquaint you
under what persona' prepossessions, parliamentary dif¥culties, und finan-
cial embarrassments, each of the ministers of the Restoration treated the
Auicrican question ; that I should mention which of them sought only for
plausible pretexts to pestpone it, and to leave its burden to their succes-
sors; which of them met it in a more candid spirit, and with a desire to
close it; by what means, and at what price, thcy might have done so, or
what were the diflicultics which impeded them. 'This is not the place for
such details, and those who may be curious respecting them may find them
in the diplomatic papers published by the Government of the Union. But
I can, and it is my duty to say, that, during those fifteen years of
delays and procrastination, the question had made such progress in the
United *States, it had excited in 5o marked a manner the so}icitude of Con-
gress, it had become so much a national and a political question, the in-
structions of the Cabinet at Waghington to its plenipotentiary had become
80 firm and so strenuous, that the last administration of the fallen dynasty,
foresecing the possible consequences of & longer delay, and of a denial of
acknowlelged justice, began serviously to inguire how those difBculties
might be terminated, and it was upon the point of an arrangement with
the American minister at the moment of its overthrow.

Whatever may have been the intentions of that administration, nothin
had been decided at the period of its overthrow, and it left to that whic
succeeded the painful inheritance of the Imperial Government, aggra.
vated too by the embarrassments and even by the increased pecuniary
burden which such delays may iave occasioned.

Such, then, gentlemen, was (hie state of the American affairs when the
King's Government wan called upon to take them up.

On the one hand, a pecuniary claim to be divided into two parts, the
sty being unquestionable, constituted againast us a debt which liad never
been controverted in principle; the secoud, liable to discussion, uffered
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five or six priucipal classes of questionable claims, whicl amounted {0 about
sixty millious. On the other hand, two States, natural allies, by their posi-
tion and mutual wants, which the great event which had just accurred in
France tended to draw nearer to cach other, were kept in an attitude of sus-
pense and upon the eve of a rupture. ‘That is to say, gentlemen, we
have on the onc_hand a question of money, in whicii the loyalty and the
economy of the Government were at once interested, since they related to a
debt recognised in part; and, on the other hand, a national question, in
which the interests of our commerce and of our policy were concerned.
Such is at least the double aspect under which the negotiation with the
United Statcs has, from the beginning, presented itself to the King’s Go-
vernment ; such is the double solicitude under the influcuce of which that
Govermneut has uniformly conducted the negotiation.

T'o those who may nevertheless be of opinion that the claims of the
Ameri:ans should be denied, who would repudiate our liability for the acts
of the Imperial Government, and on the day after a revolution effected
in the name of the law, maintain, in contempt of national morality, that to
release itsclf from its debts, a State has ouly to change its sovereigns
even to thosc who may think that, without formally pronoflucing this, it
was expedient to protract indefinitely a discussion of the claims which had
been carried on fur filteen years—to such persons, gentlemen, I do not
deem it incumbent upon me to reply ; and the Chamber will attribute my
silence to proper motives,

With vespect to those who think that it is to the interest and dignity of
the country, as well as the duty of the Government, to ascertain and set-
tle the debt, and who would only investigate the manner in which that
duty has been performed, they have heard the conclusions of the commit«
tee, and the ample discussions on which they were founded. 1 have
promised not to return to this ground, gentlemen, and I only wish here to
revert to a single result, at which the Government has arrived in the
course of its vesearches ; namely, that the strictest calcnlations allowed by
the nature of the subject, calculations based upon a collection of.data the
most disadvantageous to the Enited States, here afforded, as the amount
of the indemnification closely reckoned, a sum exceeding by scveral mil-
lions that which has been stipulated,

Once enlightened as to the basis and the extent of the debt, the King’s
Government proposed to that of the Union an arvangement analogous to
those which usually terminate difterences of this sort between nations—an
arrangement by which the amount due in strict justice gives place to an
equitable compromise ; that is to say, a compromise fur a certain sum, be
the claims for more or lesy, in consideration of which France should be
at once and forever relicved from all demands preferred against her by
American citizens.  An indemnification of twenty.five millions was of-
fered ; and after rather a protyacted resistance on the part of the American
Plenipotentiary, who refused to allow the pretensions he had at firet raised
to be #o much reduced, this sum was accepted, and was inscrted in the
treaty which is this day submitted for your approval, 1 will not inquire,
as some have, whether this sum is, or is not, the very lowest with
which we could have satisfied creditors tired with twenty y-  w of often
desperate solicitation ; it wonld be rcpugnant to my sens wnor to
follow upon that ground certain insinuations not remarkable ¢ dheir de-
licacy. [ shall content myself with saying that I am convinced we were
bound in equity to offer that sum.




430 [ Doc. No. 2. ]

I do not scruple to prociaim aloud from this tribune, gentlemen, that
after France had acknowledged the justice of a debt, it was unworthy of
hier to reduce it at the expeuse of good faith, and, like a dishonest debtor, to
cndeavor, by chicanery, to lessen its just amount. [Marks of approbation.]
I have believed, and I still believe, that it it behoves a great nation to be
frugal in its expenditures, it behioves it still more to be jealous of its honor;
and that in a :aatter of public policy, as well as in private business, a minis-
ter of the King should conduct himsell like an honest man.  [Marks of ap-
probation.] 1 have also believed, that having, at a period of difliculty and
distress, paid so liherally our debts to all the nations of Europe, we should
not, immediately aflter those days which have elevated our country to so
high a stans}, reject an old debt to a nation, which had right on its side,
which our mistortunes only prevented from being incessaut in the pursuit
of that right, and of the noble forbearance of which regenerated France
ought not to be unmindful. 1 thought that 1815 should be remembered in
1830. My couviction, moresver, upon all these points, was perfectly in
concurrence with that of the man who then presided over the King’s coun-
cil; and I received from him (ke firmest support on the occasion. 1 ought
not to speak of a transaction in which he took an active part, withcut ren-
dering this testimony to his memory.

But, gentlemen, we were not actuated solely by justice and loyalty ; we
hud on our side gricvances of long standing to be redressed, and rights to
vindicale ; the discharge of the American debt was only the condition of
an analogous discharge, by the United States, of claims presented by us ;
it was only the first clause of a treaty, in which we were to have inserted
important stipulations, and which, as a whole, and in iis result, was to
serve at once the interests ol commerce and the policy of France,

It should not be forgotten, gentlemen, that at the period when this treaty
wag signed, which, in putting an end to all the differences between the
United States and us, placed our relations thenceforward upon the footing
of the most perfect good understanding, a year had not elapsed since a
revolutiou which made it perhaps necessary, or at least prudent, for us to
socure powerful allics and faithiul friends.  [Signs of apprebation.]

With regard to this second part of the treaty of the 4th July, 1851, that
i4 to say, to those clauses which regulate French intervests, I refer you, for
their details, to the report of your committee, and will only speak of their
tenur,

Asd to private interests, they sccure an indemnification of 1,500,000
francs to French subjects, whose demands the United States bad held in
guspenee, as & reprisal ; and I ought to meation that this sum is far from
being absorbed by the claims recognised as valid,

With respect to general intevests, in veturn for the abandonment mado
by us of our claims, from the construction of certain articles of the treaty of
cession of Louisiana, in which the United States persist, they stipulate
for a considerable reduction of the dutics levied, in the ports of the Union,
upon our wines and silks, and henceforth make the United States the most
advantageous market for the two most important products of our soil and
industry 3 that is to say, gentlemen, acrording to the just observation
of the author of your veport, they place hereafter the commercial relations
of the two nations under the best guaranty of their prosperity and their
duration, to wit, the very nature of their interests and their reciprocal
wants,
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1 shall conclude with recapitulating, gentlemen, that when the adminis-
iration, of which I had for some time the honor to diveet the foreign relations,
took charge of the allairs of the country, it found them burdened with a
pecuniary claim, the amount of which had not been ascertained ; and upon
this point a difference had avisen upon such grounds, and in such a way
that it seemed impossible to come to a determination. With this digliculty
were connected several questions, mare or Jess important, to some of which
recent eveats had imparted a weightand a beaving altogether novel, That -
administration was of opinion, that immediately after a revolution, which
tended to strengthen the bonds connecting us with free nations, it was
necessary to alter our course, to recognise our rights and those of
others, and, having done sn, to consecrate them by a leyal arrange-
ment. ‘That act now awaits your decision, You will decide whether
he who has signed it, charged at once with the precious deposite of the
interests of the T'reasury, as well as with the honor and policy of France,
has sacrificed the one to the other, or whether he has reconciled, as far as
was in his power, the dignity of the country with economy of the pub-
lic funds,

M. Bienox.

Gentlemen: Whatever may be the determination of the Chamber, the
question now befove it should be well examined 3 the Chamber should know
whether, in sanctioning the financial stipulations of the treaty of July 4th,
1831, it is really paying a just debt, or, by acquiescing in a condition, the
Jjustice of which is not demonstrated, it is making a sacrifice to its internal
or to its external policy, or to both together ; or, finally, whether, by ac-
ceding to & charge, to say the least, much too heavy, it i3 not paying a
forced tribute to the convenience of the ministry, which has deferred the
communication of a clause easily modified at first, but now rendered much
more diflicult to be changed.

It is only now, that is to say, two yeavs alter the signing of this {reaty,
that the bill for carrying it into exccution is first presented to you. Thig
presentation, besides being very late, was also incomplete, becanse the
speech accompanying ity in this session, as in the last, had left the Chamber
in the most abyolute ignorance as to what was most important for it to know.

In truth, an immense mass of docnments have been Jawd before the com-
mittee, out of which it hail to make ity choice.  Among these documents
is one which scems te me specially worthy cf serious attention ; it is a
memoiv, drawn up in 1831, by the commission appointed by the Govern-
ment of that time, This commission wag divided unequally in opinion.
Thes majority, consisting of four members, considered that twelve millions
of francs would be a veasonable and just satisfaction for all the American
claims,  Thie minority of two members tiought the indemuification due on
those claimy was at feast thiety millions,  “Lhere was an immenso differ-
ence between these twn estimates.  Tho ministry, by adopting twenty-five
milliong, gave the preference to the advice of the minority,  On what mo-
tive ¢ Certainly it should have told us, but it has not.  Soine previous
examination is necesgary in all 7. rangements for a vound sum, but here we
can find no traco of any,

You may suppose what was the embarragsident of your commitiee, on
finding that the materials in support of the amount agreed upon were so
inconclunive, It had to do of jtself that which should have been done
beforehand, and of which it should have been only required to ascertain
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the correctness. Various statements lrave been drawn up by the Minister
of Foreign Affairs. Many plans for forming estimates have been pro-
posed, by which mean valuations have been found ; and from these, as the
reporter of the committee has declared, the sum of twenty-five millions has
been exactly calculated. For my own part, gentlemen, I must avow that
1 am by no means convinced, and 1 consider it my duty to state my doubts
to the Chamber.

If the matter in dispute between Frauce and the United States had been
of a nature to depend entively on an appreciation of lusses alleged to have
been sustaincd by the Americans, on the validity or non-validity of the
seizures, on their date, and upon those of the trials or imperial decisions
which pronounced their confiscation, or upon arithmetical calculations,
independently of all other political considerations, the Government should,
in my opinion, have been guided by the veport of the majority of the com-
mission of 1831.

The minister of the United States had presented a statement of losses,
divided uunder nine heads or classes, in which the amount due Yy France
was placed at seventy millions, We shall hereafter see that this estimate
had been, in 1812, abandoned by the Federal Guvernment. Bringing it up
again thus, tweuty years alter, was nothing more than one of those com-
mon expedicnts, of exaggerating a demand beyund all measure at first, in
order to obtain more in the end. The honorable commission of 1831 soon
set aside these unfounded pretensions. It was discovered that, among the
documents furnished by the American plenipotentiary, were duplicates,
incorrect papers, and claims cither entively destitute of foundation, or
raised above all-admissible value. Here the minority agreed with the
majority. The nine Lieads were reduced to four, and it was declared that
they could not go beyond them. It wus for the cleins comprehended under
these four heads, that the commission of 1831 declared twelve millions to
be a fair compensation.

Admitting even that the question was to be determined only in reference
to these data, I should consider this sum of tweive millions as the utmost
concession which our Government ought to make ; but the question is not to
be kept within such narrow limits, and we must, at least in my opinion,
enter into another vrder of idcas and events before coming to a conclusion.
There are some most important circumstances which appear to have
escaped tl:~ coramission of 1831, and which, had they been considered by
it, would certainly have decided it to reduce the sum admitted still further,
And it scems to me that the ministry, whose inadvertence is not.to be
excused, has by no means used all its udvantages, and brought forward all
the arguments which it might have nrged.

"T'he report of the present comimitiee proposes three questions, The first
is, whether any indemnification be due to the Americans ?

For mysclf, 1 answer plainly, yes; and shall not, in order to support
the contrary, have recourse to the strange arguments of the Restoration.
Others might be adduced against the admission, more epecious at Jeast, if
not more decisive, than those alleged by tlie Restoration. Among the four
classen, I agree that thero is at least one which cannot be contested. I
mean that of American vessels burnt or sunk at sea, for the purpose of
concealing the movements of French squadrons. For this species of losses
indemnification is clearly, and by every reason, duc.

The sccond question presented by the cemmittee is—whether, admitting
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the principle of the indemnification, the sum of twenty-five millions is
greater than that justly due ?  Oun this point, as 1 have already declared,
my opinion is contrary to that-of the committee,

Among the other three heads or classes of seizures and confiscations,
there is not one which does not admit of doubts, or does not afford matter
for discussion as regards the facts. Moreover, as it is easy to show that
the Americans, in the course of the war and favored by the war, have
obtained, under various forms, more than compensation for their losses, it
follows that the amount might have been reduced to a very moderate sum,
in a convention founded on guod will and good faith.

In order to demonstrate this, I sball be under the necessity of giving
you a sketch of the events from which these claims originate, according to
my views of them ; and I must ask your indulgence in doing so, alter the
history which the reporter of the committee hus with so much talent laid
before you. There will not only be some difference in the light under
which 1 shall place the facts already brought forward, but L shall also have
some to produce, which have been as yet either omitted or neglected, and
which may give an entirely different cowplexion to the question.

The war of the French revolution, begun as a war of principles, was,
for our adversaries, only a war of power. After having fought for the
purpose of subduing France, and sharing it among themselves, the conti-
nental States, often conquered and despoiled, had been reduced to fight for
the preservation of the remainder of their possessions and of their inde-
pendence. England, alone and untouched, had never abandoned one of
her pretensious ; but in 1814 aud 1815, when, by a strange turn of fortune,
the Governments in coalition remained, chiefly through the aid of that
Puwer, in possession of the ficld, it was not England that reaped the prin.
cipal fruits of victory. The continental Powers made immense acquisitions
in territory and in population; Eungland only preserved what could not be
taken from lier, and in certuin respects has lost a great deal.  Although
Napolecon has fallen, yet men of his chavacter, in passing through the
world, give it an impulse which continues long after their disappearance ;
the man indeed ceares to exist, but the effects of his passage remain, and
are often not known until after ho himself is gone. At the moment in which
Englaud, by the overthrow of France, scemed to have rcached the highest
point of greatness, the order of the political world ceased to be the same.
The empire of the seas does indeed appear to have become irrevocably
hers ; hut this empire, now apparent and nominal, is no longer suscep-
tible of the samo applications., The nature of the last war, the con-
troversies to which it gave rise, the unheard-of measures adopted during
its continuance, bave given a new face to maritime questions ; and the
dominion of the scas, so long held by Eugland, has escaped from her,
especially in this, that England herself would have no interest in re-
suming it, under its former character and conditions. What Govern-
ment hias profited, and will profit, the most by this great change : The
Governmnent of the United States, certainly,  What nation has contributed
the most to produce it? France. 'L'his important result of the war of
our revolution ought not, I think, to be disregarded in estimating the
American claims. .

We can, with honest pride, say that France has always, in prosperity as
well as in adversity, professed the most generous and liberal doctrines
with regard to the neutrality of the scas, We do not, by this, cast any
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reflection on those nations whicli have supported otiser ideas. Every nation,
on finding itsclf not the strongest at sea, must be anxious for the existence
of a system of maritime law, fixed. permanent, and common to all, as its
own safeguard aml protection.  On the other hand, the nation which con-
siders itself stronger at sca than all the others, cither separate or united,
will naturally admit nothing but conventional law, subject to variation,
and depending upon special treatics, by which means it can impose upon
cach nation separately, such conditions as it may judge most favorable to
its own interests.  ‘I'his is all perfectly natural ; and we see, in the late
wars, on one side, England alone, on the other, all the remaining coinmer-
cial nations, among which France occupics an important position.  Fortu-
nately, in this instance, France supports the cause of justice and husanity,

This inlieritance from the old monarchy was too precious to beneglected
by the First Consul, who, as soon as he came into power, concluded the
treaty of 1800 with the United States, based vpon the principle of free
mavigation, the principal stipulations of’ which have been accurately laid
before you by the reporter of the committee and the Minister of Foreign
Afuirs. It was in the same spirit that the First Consul favored the quad-
ruple alliance of the North, formed by the Emperor Paul of Russia, for
carrying into execution the principles of 1780,

This alliance was soon dissolved by the death of Paul, but the attach.
ment to the principles of 1780, which had been revived at Berlin, Stock-
holm, and especially at Copenhagen, subsisted even after the defection of
Russia. It was likewise in the same spirit, and with the samo views, that
the First Consul, in 1808, ceded to the United States the important pos-
session of Louisiana. These two treaties were expressly inteuded to bind
each of the parties not to bear any attack upon tliese cssential rights,
withont which there can be no waritime neutrality.  Which of the two
countiies was, the first to break its engagements ? Facts answer the ques.
tion. 'The reporter of the committee has given you a detailed account of
the British orders in council, which, from 1803 to 1805, wercopenly vio-
lating all the rights of neutrals ; scizures, the right of search supported by
violence, ports interdicted which were not actually blockaded, all these
were suffered and submitted to by the Americans, becanse their commerce,
notwithstanding the numerous spoliations undergone, still gave enormous,
though disgvaceful profits. At this time, the increase of their exports,
together with the carrying trade to Europe in their vessels, was valued at
one hundred millions of dollars a year. In revenge for these orders in
council, particularly that of May 16th, 1806, by which all the ports be-
tween Brest and the mouth of the Elbe were declared in a state of block.
ade, was issued the cclebrated decree of Berlin, of November 21st, 1806,
declaring the British islunds in a state of blockade.

Then commenced the seizures and eonfiscutions which gave rise to the
American claims.  Gentlemen, the conflict thus carvied on for twelve
Years between two gigantic Powers, offeved an imposing, a tervilic specta-
cle: all maritime nations were affected by it.  ¥rom 1805 and 1806, Kng-
land began to make known her intention, claiming it too as her right to
establish a blockade not enforced by squadvons, or even single ships, as
the Jaw of nations had hitherto always requived, but by a simple decla-
ration of her will to that cffect.  Against this system of factitions, of paper
blockade, Nupoleon arose with more encrgy, and, it must be allowed, with
more justice. The Borlin decree gave a heavy blow to England ; the

.
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consequences ol the French reprisals were so much the heavier, a8 victory
was every day enlarging the territory over which the power of Frauce
Jextended.

¢+ 'T'o the Berlin decree England appused its orders in council of Novem-
ber 11, 1807, of which the substance and objects have been detailed in the
report; you have also been shown there how Napoleon, who was not the
man to recede in the bold and violent system begun by England, replied
by a decree of November 23, 1807, and alterwards by that of December
15th, of the same year; the latter, as you know, declaring that every
neutral vessel which should have submitted to the requisitions of Kngland,
was to be considered as having lost its nationality, (denationalisé. )

There was a time when, even in KFrance, mea devoid of patriotism, and
as careless of the honor of their country as of truth, thought it clever to
say that Napoleon, in order té justily kis actsof vioience against England,
had been obliged to commit violence against our language, and to create
new terms for new acts of injustice. No one ventures now to speak in
this manner ; prejudices have vanished, and the day of impartiality is
come; the principle on which Napolcon rested, is, that all nations arc under
obligation to maintain the independence of their flag. His principle is
Just; its support is required by the interests of the whole human race. A
Government may, if it pleascs, bear with injuries as long as they only af-
fect itself s but when they rebound upon other nations, they have a right to
do all in their power to preserve themselves.  When a neatral Govern.
ment is placed between two belligerent parties, unless it makes its flag
respected by one, it has no right to require that respect from the other.
Napoleon said to the Americans, you admit all the pretensions of England ;
you suffer her cruisers to scarch your vessels, and to carry them into her
ports, or you enter them yourselves in obedience to her orders, and there
pay a duty on your cargoes, Thus you make yourselves the vassals, the
subjects of England, and thenceforward you are in my eyes no longer
Americans 3 your vessels are English vessels, your cargoes are English
cargoes 3 in a word, your vesselg have lost their national character, (soné
denationalisés.) ‘The expression was as just as the penalty enforced.

Allow me, gentlemen, to ke another short digression.  Some of you,
perhaps, on hearing me thus defending the right of Napoleon®s proceedings
on the guestion of maritime nentrality, may consider itimpradent to recall
occurrences, of a nature to affect the susceptibilities of the Knglish nation,
with which we are most anxions to maintain and to strengthen the bonds of
good understanding, 8o fur (rom entertaining any such fears, [ think we
should be glad of the opportunity now offered to have these ofd points of
ditference examined, with a view to prevent their recurerence.  We must,
besides, vecollect, that from 1763 to 1814, it was much less the English

'nnti(m thau tlie English arvistocracy which favored a war of exters
minstion against France; as il both nations could nnt, at the same time,
have prospered and beon free ¢ as if the prosperity of France was necessa-
rily to bring on the vuin of the British nation.  Ever since that period,
there have existed in both Houses of Parliament generous inen, who, ris-
ing above the selfish views of that aristocracy to which they belonged by
their birth, openly bLlamed the extravagant amd iniquitous pretensions of
their Cabinet, T'he present British administeation comprises many of
these noble apirits, who have gone in advance of the age : who, while duly
sppreciating the interesty of their own country, and coming forward hos
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norably in support of refurm, have had the happiness to witness its peace-
able completion, and by that circumstance alone, have levelled the barvicrs
which have so long intervened between the two nations,

The policy of Napoleon is no more to be observed at the prerent day
by France towards England, than the policy of Litt and Castlereagh is to
be the guide for Englaud with respect to France. The two countries will,
1 hope, in future, have no important differences ; the cabiuets on both sides
of the channel will not undoubtedly forget that, in the agitations of the
human race, they arc engageil in the same cause, and that they will long
have opposed to them the same antipathics, and the same resistance ; but
even admitting that disputes may arise Letween the cabinets, which the
nations wiil probably not enter into, admitting even the possibility of a
war, the same maritime question which once excited the minds of all, will
probably not furnish motives in future for the slightest conllict. England,
perbaps, instead of veviving preteunsions, the cffect of which can be no
longer the same, will find more advantage in a {reedom of navigation, of
which she will be the first to profit, and the most skillul in doing so, than
in acts of rigor as fatal to hersell as to other Powers.  The forms of war
will necessarily change. Are not the forms of peace already altered ?
What is the aspect of the European Continent at this mement ? Napoleon,
in orider to defeat the manufacturing power of Great Britain, by enabling
other countrics to do without its productions, raised up other manufacto-
ries againstit. He created sources of wealth on the Continent, which had
never yet existed, What have those Powers done who succeeded through
the aid of England to the supremacy of Napoleon ? They have adopted
his system, and are every day extending its applications, The only differ-
ence is, that what he did by war, they are continuing by their custom.
house laws. Services are forgotten, and gratitude has disappeared. Of
all the continental States, Krance, the old cnemy of England, in conse-
quence of greater progress in the true principles of political economy, and,
above all, from an increasing sympathy between the two nations, is to be
the first to come to a better understanding with England, for an increase
of relations and cxchanges. 'Thus, gentlemen, let us have no fear of
openly cxamining the events of a past, to which the present has so little
resemblance, The English nation of 1834 is as fur as we from the pas-
sions of 1807 ; und we may now speak of our late wars as posterity will
speak of them a century hence.

However rigorous were the decrees of Napoleon, they were eluded by
the connivance of the Americans and the English. Thus, for instance,
American vessels carried the productions of their soil to Madcira, where
they received in exchange English articles, which they took to the ports
of Eurvpe, Other vessels contrived to get taken by English vessels and
carried inte English ports, where they paid the duties required ; they then
came to the ports of France, or those of her allies, with certificates showing
that they had been by force compelled to touch in England, Al the pre.
cautions of the French werc nearly useless, and for one vessel seized and
confiscated on account of fraud, there were twenty which escaped un-
punisheil,

Nevertheless the hostilities committed by the English ships of war
againat the American nation, the impressment of their scamen under pre.
tence of their being English deserters, the attacks upon several public
vessels, particularly upon the fr*3ate Chesapeake on tho very waters of
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the United States, had excited in the minds of all an indignation which
appeared at one moment ready to break furth. These were certainly most
legitimate causes of war. President Jeflerson demanded of the English Go-
vernment signal satisfaction ; but the American people did not long sustain
their Chicf Magistrate. Resentment was soon calmed; the spirit of
speculation rarely sacrifices an actual gain to the future prusperity, much
less to the dignity of a country. The voice of private interest prevails
over that of national honor.

‘The head of the Government, finding it impossible to take the energetic
stan¢ which he desired, endeavored at lcast to preserve his nation from
the attacks every where directed against its independence ; he cut off its
cominunication with Europe. On the 22d of December, 1807, five days
after Napoleon had signed the Milau decree, Jefferson laid an emburgo on
American vessels in all the ports of the Union, This measure could onl
in part be carried into effect. In vain did the Federal Government recall
all American vessels from Europe ; in vaindid it issue threats of rigorous
punishment against those which should not return, Its voice was not
listened to, An immense American colony remained in the seas of Eu.
rope; a floating and adventurous colony, covering every coast, and en-
deavoring to penetrate into every port at the risk of an occasional confis-
cation, which was amply compensated by the greatness of the profits. It
hias been truly said, the American flag was every where, American
commerce no where, Amevican ships, carrying on the trade of all
countries, were particularly engaged in transporting English productions
wherever they could be sold. From the date of the embargo, at the end of
1807, all the exceptions made by the French Government in favor of the
Americans arose from kindness and pure liberality ; it might, without
any great injustice, have refused to admit of any, such was the difficulty
in many cases in distinguishing the true from the false, and so evident
and manifest was the fraud in others, In proof of the latter, 1 will cite
some facts which cannot be denied, and which will certainly have weight
with you.

Abiut the end of 1808, of twelve or fiftecen vessels under the American
flag seized at Rochefort and Rochelle, an American consul himself ac-
knowledged that the papers of one-half the number had been fabricated at
London, and he considered it very prubable that tire others were only
English vessels with old American papers.

American vessels, at that time, were in the habit of coming to Spanish
ports, as they pretended from foreign countries, yet bringing a great
number of English passengers.

Also, at the sam:e&m-lnd, a number of these American or pretended
American vessels used to sail under British escort for Gibraltar, whence
they were dispersed over the whole Mediterranean.

As the ports of Italy, and even Austria, were closed ngalnst the British
flag, that of the United Btates took its place. Vessels sailed from I'rioste
in the end of January, 1808, and returned thither with fresh cargoes in
the following May. Their voyago was not long ; they went from Malta
to 'I'rieste; and from T'rieste to Malta. 8o, during the subsistence of the
embargo, when the American flag should not have been found in Europe,
no other was to be seen there. In the Baltic, asin the Mediterranean, it
was under the American flag that English gnods w re carried to the great
commercial entrepéls, whence they were distributed at every point which
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offercd them a suitable entry. 1€ Austria had not, in 1809, declared war
against France, and if she had procecded to the full length against the
American vessels which she had seized, the Federal Government would
perhaps have bad to demand from her twenty millions as indemnification,
supposing it to act towards that Power as it bas acted towards France;
although, in those seizures made in Austri., there was never more than the
vessel itsell American, aud often xothing but the flag.

In place of the embargo, which, at the expensc of the American nation,
enriched only the advenlurcus class of speculators who were occu-
pied in Europe in the service of England, the Federal Government sub-
stituted, as you have been told, a non-intercourse act, forbidding all com-
munication with Great Britian and France, but re.establishing it with
other countrics, ‘The Iatter part of the act was illisory. At the
moment when it was issued, the whole European continent was sub-
ject to the French decrees; there was but a singic momentary excep-
tion to this universal application of them—that which produced the war
between Austria and France ; a war begun on the 9th April, and termi-
nated ou the 14th October, 1809.  Every vessci under the American flag,
which presented itself in the ports of a nation dependent on France, or
which had embraced its political system, voluntarily raun risk of confis-
cation; and indced the French Government might then have declared ail
vessels calling themsclves Awmcrican, which by any way fell into its
hands, to be lawful prize.

T'he non-infercourse act might have been cousidered as a complete rup-
ture, if the French Government had cliosen to view it in that light; but it
did not cheosc to do so: and during the whole of 1809, it abstained from
every measure which could wound tlre Americans, and manifested towards
them no other sentiments than those of constant good will.

The English ministry, on the other hand, whetler from pride or dis-
dain on its own part, or want of address on that of its agents, over-
whelmed the Federal Government with insults and ill treatment. A Bri.
tish agent, Mr. Erskine, had announced to the President that the orders
in council would cease to bave efect on the 10th of June : this excited the
ntmost joy in the United Stales; and the new President, Mr. Madison,
took credit to himself, on the brilliant success with which his administea-
tion had commencol: fétes were in preparation to celebrate the rencwal
of commercial relations between the two countries.  All on a sudden, by
a new order in council, of the 24th of May, it appeared that the British
Government refused to iatify the engagements cutered into by Mr. Er-
skine., 'T'he English Cabinct pretended that its minister had acted not
only without authorization, but cven in direct opposition to his instruca
tions, 'I'here was but one thing to be done; the non-inlercourse act was
maintained, with regard to England, in alt its rigor,

However, in order to lessen the discontent of the Federal Government,
a new Engiish plenipotentiary was sent out. ‘The paticnco of this Govern-
ment was to be put to still stronger trials ; the new )leni}»otcmiary, Mr.
Jackson, did not spare it; he began by declaring that his predecessor,
Mr. Eskine, had acted without powers. 8o far, there was no offenco,
but hie added that the President knew it while lrealing with him. And
be carried the insult still further; for, on the 23d of October, he repeated,
in writing, that which he had announced verbally. No relations could
be kept up with a man capable of such conduct; all communication with
bim was suspended, and he returned to England.  "Lhis took place in 1809,




[ Doc. No. 2. ] 439

In propurtion as the British Government threw difliculties in the way
of reconciliation with the United States, Najoleon appeared to be actuated
by contrary feelings. While the Federal Government was publishing its
fon-intercourse act, of March 1st, Napoleon was authorizing Amecrican
vessels {o return to the Uniled Slales, by his act of February 25. - Several
vessels tovk advantage of this authorization, and it was not revoked untit
after the new adoption of the non-intercourse act.

Some months later, in the midst of the operations of the Austrian cam-
paign, Napoleon, as seon as he heard of the engagements cotered into by
Mr. Erskine with the Federal Government, ordered, by a letter dated
Vienva, June 18th, that the relations of France with the United States
ghould be replaced on the footing on which they stood before the Milan
decree.  But as the orders in council were not really reveked, the ovder
of Napoleon was not carried into cffect, :

Shortly after, on the 22d of August, Napoleon, having conquered at
Wagram, wrote from Altenburg, that i the orders in council of No-
vember 1ith, 1807, were revoked, the Milan decree would cease of itself
to have effect.  Six months more having passed, without the Federal Go-
vernment adopting any measure to have its neutrality respected by Eng-
land, the French Government began, and not before 1810, its reprisals in
veturn for the non-inlercourse act, which had alieady been subsisting
eleven months.

On the 10th of February, the Emperor ordered that American vessels,
seized at St. Scbastian, should be carried to Bayonns and sold.  On the
28d of March, by a decvee, dated from Rambouillét, he ordered, as repri-
sals still, that every Amevican vessel which, after the 20th of the succeed-
ing May, should cnter or have entered into a port of France, ov its cole-
nies, or the countries occupied by his arms, should be seized, and the product
of the sale transferred to the sinking fund.

By a decrec of August 5, he declared the sales which had been made to
be definitive ; and as Mur, Jay has observed in the veport, the same decree
contained an additional repeal of the Bevlin and Milan decrees. It
was not until after long discussions with England that the Federal Go-
vernment did at length vespond to the amicable appeal of France, A pro-
clamation by the President, dated November 2, 1810, abolished the non-
inlercourse act as it vespected France, and gave a term to England for the
withdrawal of her orders in council 3 which withdrawal not having been
made, the non-intercourse act was continued with regard to her.  This con-
tinuation the Emperor considered as a resistance to the British orders in
council, and in consequence, by a decree of April 281h, 1811, be declared
those of Berlin and Milan to be definitively revoked with respect to the
United 8tutes, from the 1st of November, 1810,

T'he imperial decrec of August 5th, rendering definitive the sales al-
ready made, was only a measure of just reciprocity ; for the non-intercoxrse
act declared that the confiscations of French vessels should have effect, even
though commercial relalions should be renewed with France, 'That which
the United States had declared their inteution to do for French vclueln,'Na-

nleon applied to tho Americans. Nothing could certainly be moro just.
,i'om' committee, however, thought otherwise ; thus it admits as due to the
Americans the value of twelve vessels in stutement E, amounting to 8,269, 306
francs. "I'hese vessels were scized before November 1st, 1810; but their
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condemnation had not been pronounced until after the 28th of March, 1811,
the date of the official repeal of the decrees. ‘The seizures were law-
ful; according to tue principles adopted by the Federal Government towards
us, we had a right to make them ; the dateof the condemnation was of little
consequence.  Your committee, in admitting the value of these twelve
vessels into the indemnification, kave donc an act of pure munificence, not
one of justice. Although [ do not found my opinion on details of this
nature, yet I have thought proper to notice this fact, in order that the
Chamber may see how indulgently the claims of the Americans have been
treated.

For many years France and the Fedcral Government had been binting
to each other ihe propriety of negotiations for a new treaty founded on the
great principle of maritime neutrality, by which the union of the two coun-
tries might be rendered atronger. In 1811 and 1812, the negotiation
began in reality. A prajét was presented by the American minister,
Mr. Barlow; its articles were debated between Mr. Barlow and a
French plenipotentiary ; and we "iove here to notice an important fact,
which 1s, that the same claims - ' ci were raised to seventy millions in
1831, had been, at the commen.cment of Mr, Barlow’s negotiation, esti-
mated at the same sum, but were in ti.  .ourse of it veducs first to forty
millions, then to thirty millions,

It is morevver to be observed, that in 1812 cusy cerms were; offcred to
the Imperial Government. A proposition was made to free it from all de-
mands, provided eighty licenses were granted to the American commerce,
10 import from any country or place, either in America or in Europe, into
French ports, certain colonial or other American productions : in exchange,
the Americans were to export from France or Italy articles to the value of
those introduced by virtue of the licenses, When the American minister
offered France such a method of payment, with such an obligation too at-
tached on his side, is it not clearly proved that his estimates, even the
Towest, were rated above the just value? We may also add, that among
the vessels seized, for which indemnification was demanded, there were
some which would have been scizable even by the American laws them.
selves ; and the Federal Government indeed a 'mitted that we had received
what they should have taken themsclves,

This is not all, gentlemen ; other expedients had been thonght of for
#recing the French Government, without subjecting it to any actual pay-
ment.  One of them was to give, by a new convention, a greater exten-
sion to the limits of Louisiana, which had never been correctly defined.
Another service which the Federal Government was at one period ready
to accept in Jien of indemnification, was the concurrence of France in ob-
taining for it possession of tho Floridas; bLut as circumstances aflerwards
permitted the American Government to take provisional possession of those
provinces without eur " tervention, it determined to treat in future only
with 8pain,  'That Government, as we wee, neglecis none of the chances
offered hy fortune ; this remark is made to its honor, and we should be
glad to hear it mado respecting ourselves,

In the midst of those discussionn, the United States declared war against
Great Britain,  Napoleon, then in Russia, invited Mr. Barlow to come to
Wilna, in order to put the seal to a treaty, which would have been a real
alllance between the two nations, Every one Is but too well acquainted
with the cvents which thea changed the appearance of the world, The

0
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American minister fell a victim himself to the fatality which pursued us :
he sct off sick from Paris, and died at a short distance from Warsaw.
The negotiation was nccessavily interrupted.  When it was vesumed in
1813, the Federal Government, in order o give its claims on Napolcon o
better chiance of being scttied, hinted that the continuance of the war in
which it was engaged with England might depend upon the manner in
which the Americans were treated.  The Kmperor, viewing the question i
this light, ordered the Duhe of Vicenza to draw up the veport of January
11th, 1814, which has been cited to you, for his own informution, and to
serve as a basis for discussion 5 this zeport acknowledged a debt of hir-
teen millions, which it cousidered might be raised to eighicen.

In order to ferm an estimate of tho chavacter of this report, we necd
only look at its date.  Was Napoleon about to pay a debt 2 He was only
giving the American Governizent encouragement to persevere with addi-
tional vigor in the strnggle in which our common interests were at stake.
We n:ay only wonder that he did ot offer more.

Debts from onc nation to anotiier do nut increase in valuo by age.
Time leascus, und at leugih extinguishes them.  Whenevee a Government
to which auother is in debt, coucludes a new arrangemcent with the laiter,
without gbtaining the payment to which it lays claim, the rescervations
mace on the nccasion are nothing but empty pieces of fornality, Every
frash reserve is only another spunge passed over the debt; and if, in the
end, any satisfaction be obtzined by mutual consent, it is never more than
a small portion of the original sum.  Unfortunately, in our case, exactly
the opposite course has been pursued.  Theve ave, in truth, circunstances
in which all claims are good, as, for instance, when there has been a war,
and) the baitle is Josi ; but such is not our position with regard to the Anie.
ricans. There i¢ really more than liberality in paying twenty-five millions
in 1834, when, in Jonuary, 1814, a year in which France had so slrong an
interest in conciliating the United States, Napoleon only admitted a debt
of thirteen millions, which might perhaps, ut furthest, be raiscd to eighteen.
Let us look back again to 1514. '

Napoleon fell : Lonis XVIII veplaced him, and France was laid under
contribution by the othier Powers. We are told that the Americans had
heen generous in nut joining those Powers. 'T'here is a great inadvertency
in this assertion. In 1814, when our territory was first occupied, the
Americans could not join our enemies, because they were thomselves then
at war with Great Britain : they did net, indced, make peace until the 24th
December following. At the beginning of that year, instead of being
among our cnemices, they were, on the contrary, in [act, our allics, since
they liad a common encmy with us. But there is another most im{mrtant
circumstance respecting this period of 1814, which no one scems willing to
notice. 'I'he Amcricans at first asked nothing from the Royal Govern-
ment ; this I belicve, and good reason they had for abstaining. 1 they
hiad asked indemuification ut that time, their demand would have been too
easily repelled, The lato negotiations were too fresh in the meinaory of all.
For cighty licenses they had offercd to absolve France from all their de-
manda,  When Napoleon had fallen, it was not eighty ships only that were
admitted into our ports ; they came there by bundreds, and under no con.
ditions, ine country whence they came not being regarded. Remark, geu-
tlemen, in what a singular state things were. England, in coalition with
the Continent, conruored France ; and immediately the Americans, though

29
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at war with the English, take advantage of the victory gained over us by
them. Our disasters give them opportunities of making immense profits.

When the Americans, thanks to the triumph of the coalition over their
friend France, had thus Paid themselves, and more than paid themselves,
the amount of their claims against ler, they then addressed the Royal
Government, declaring it their debtor, as the successor of the Iiiperial
Government. Under one point of view, we agree with them. ‘The Resto-
ration succeeded to the debts of Napoleon’s Gouvernment ; agreed : but it
also inherited its rights. Now, if Napoleun, though vanquished, had not
been overthrown in 1814, he would either not have allowed American ves-
sels to enter owr ports, or he would have said to the Federal Government
—you consented to receive eighty licenses in lieu of your claims, now I
admit all your vessels, without exception ; you have been amply indemni-
fied ; we are quits ; otherwise England would have been triumphing for
you, while you are even yet at war with her. What could the Federal
Government have objected to this ?  This m * 4+ * "ve reply, which the
Government of the Restoration might have n. . w tue pretensions of the
Amwcricans, was by it neglected. In truth, it tfirstdid not need it. The
American claims were considered of no importance until 1818.

Lt us admit another hypothesis, Suppose that, in 1830, the Imperial
Government had been re-establizhed, could it not, by this simple reason-
ing, have been authorized in rejecting all the claimns of the Americans ?
What the Imperial Government could have done, the Govern. ..+ wiich
sprung from the revolution of July had a right to do. Marn other con-
siderations miiht have been urged in opposition to the claims of the Ame-
ricans, by the Imperial Government, which subsist yet in all their force
and solidity for us. |

From the long exposition which I have made of the events in question,
the positions of the Federal Government and of France, with regard to each
other, sccm to be these : France and the Federal Government united, in
1800, for the guaranty of the rights of neutrals. What did this treaty of
1800 realty signify ¢ Was it not a species of alliance, for giving effect
to the principles which it set forth ? In order still fyrther to engage the
United States in this, France, in 1803, ceded Louisiana to them; from
1803 to 1814, Fraunce has been certainly fighting in a cause which is more
their own than ours. It was not until after ten years of outrages, borne
by the United States with a degree of paticnce which proved most inju-
rious to us, that the United States came at length to a declaration of war.
Here we must give them great credit for valor and perseverance. 'I'hry
withstood the invasion of a foreign foe most nobly ; the struggle, though
not long, was honorable for them ; and, from this eighteen months’ strug.-
gle, tlwi came forth with their strength gloriously proved, with the cer.
tainty that in future wars these principles of neuh'a'l,ity, so encrgetically
defended by France, and so essential to themselves, would not beﬁiublo to
great inlractions: in a word, they camne out of the war stror:. = more

owerful, and more sure of their independence than when they . :gaa it ;

ey came out of it with a great augmentation of territory, »-sseng'~:,
Loulsiana, and, as & natural consequence, the Floridas, Which .1 the two
nations, France or the Uuited Btates, had, injustice, the .crong. :t claim to
indemnification frum the other i  And, while the United Stater; after the
war, found themselves in the situation above mentioned, what wis the con-
dition of France ?
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And it is in 1818, when France, reduced to its limits of 1789, laboring
under severe wounds, needs all its blood for its recovery, that the Fedcral
Government comes to renew its demand for indemuification for losses
sustained in a war which has ended so profitably for itself; for indemni-
fication already richly made by the admission of its vessels into our ports,
from the moment after the fall of Napoleon. And this American Govern-
ment, which was content with the miserable reasons urged against it by
the Government of the Restoration, which bent under the Restoration be.
cause it acted firmly, which negotiated and concluded conventions with it,
withaut obtaining any thing, merely inserting vain resevvations, the value
of which is well known : this Government comes, directly after the revo-
lution of July, summoning us, with rare pertinacity, to satisfy clusims al-
ready rejected by the Restoration. A most admirable effect this i» indeed
of sympathy between the principles of Governments. 1do not blame, gen-
tlemen ; I only relate. If blame is to fall on any, it is not surely on the
Federal Government ; the opportunity appeared favorable ; it believed you
to be in an embarrassed situation, of which it took advantage. Generosity
is no more a virtue of cabinets in the new world, than in the old ; in re-

ublics than in monarchies. Far from blaming the Americans, I should
e inclined to say—go on, you are in the right track, and will prosper ; you
deserve it for your address.

But is the same culogium i3 be bestowed on the ministry which, in 1831,
submitted to conditions wi.ch the Restoration had resisted for filteen
years ? Did it fear that the Fedgral Government might not acknow ledge
our new dynasty ? Of what importance is such an-acknowledgment to us ?
France exists of itself, and cares little for foreign sanction. But such an
apprehiension would have been ridiculous; the American Government
acknowledges Don Miguel to-day, Donna Maria to-morrow ; it knows
nothing but de facto, and very properly ridicules our quarrels about legi-
timacy. Supposing its claims to have been ever so just, the time of nego-
tiation was badly chosen for us, The French ministry should have told
the Federal Government, that, after it had waited so long and patiently un-
der tie Restoration, it should at [east give us four or five years of respite ;
it should have shown that Government that such a convention, concluded
so shortly siter the revolution of 1830, would be as little creditable tc
Franceas to the United States ; as we should appear to be buying their
friendship, and they to be selling it. Do you think, gentlemen, that if the
treaty of 1831 were again to be concluded, there could be now found a
minister who would dare subscribe the whole of its stipulations ?

In a state of things such as I have exposed, what signify all the arith-
metical calculations of the ministry, and of the committoe, those old and
new statements, those basos of valuation, and all the othier means employed to
come at just twenty-five millions ?  'The art of arranging figures no doubt
has its merits, but it is not in this way that such a question ¢hould have
been determined.

I now come to the third question proposed by the committee : May the

« commercial advantages granted by the Americans be considerod as sufi-
cient compensation for the loss sustained by French commerce in conse-
quence of thie non-compliance with the terms‘of the cighth article of the
treaty of cespion of Louisianai On this question, ton, the American
Government has amply demonstrated its skill in negotiation. I do certain-
ly rejoice as much as any one in the advantages which we have obtained
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by the introduction of the produce of our soil and industry into the United
States ; but I must confess that, in examining the matter closeiy, I find
that those of the advantages from which we expect wost at present, might
have been obtained independently of the financial stipulation in the treaty
of 1831. A single glance will convince us of this. See with how much
addreas the Federal Government proceeds ; it owes France incontestably
indemnification on account of the eighth article of the Louisiana treaty.
Does it acknowledge this from the first ? No, it denies it, raises objec-
tions, brings forward miserable reasons, reasons which it knows to be
miserable, and docs not yield until after a long discussion. Then it ap-
pears to resolve upon a great concession, which is in reality no concession
at all, because the measure is not adopted in consideration of our interests.
‘T'he Federal Government promises a reduction of duties on our wines ; and
since the treaty wassigned, it has likewise abolished all duty on our silks.
" Theso are tlie facts. Now let us examino their value and bearing.

The American Government is the only one in existence whicii, heing
out of debt, and having revenues more than sufticient for its expenses, can
afford to make considerable reduction in its taxes. Now, in the United
States, the most productive tax, aud the only one which is at all {elt, is that
levied through the custom-houses ; therefore any diminution of the contri.
butions paid by the people should begin in the custym-house; and of all
the articles imported into the United States, is there one on which a re-
duction of duties could be made more suitably than on French wines? Are
they not almost among the necessariuvs of life for the people of that coun-
try ! In making this reduction, the Federal Government has consulted its
uwn interests entirely, and not ours ; and we can only admire the talent
with which they have induced us to receive as a favor that which they
only did in reality for their own advantage.

The same may be said of the duty on silks; the reduction was madc
there also on their own account, as it is not stipulated in the treaty ; yet
it ia vaunted as one of the consequences of tho treaty. On this subject,
too, I Lear the name of Lyons mentioned every where : ¢ Take care,” it
is said, < if we refuse to sanction the treaty of 1631, Lyons will be un-
employed immediately ; and what will become of that city ?** Gentlemen,
do not be afraid. The American Government, in extinguishing the duty
on French silks, thought no more about France than about Chira ; than
about China, gentlemen. There was a-duty of 80 per cent, on Chinese
silks, and of 20 upon French silks, previous to the late change. The duty
on our silks has been extinguished, and the duty on Chinese silks has been
reduced to 10 per cent. ; o the proportion remains just as it was. Per.
haps there may have been some Sth article, on which the United States
had to give satisfaction to the Chinese Government.

If the reduction of the duties in question are to be considered as a real
concession on the part of the Americans, we should bave, in like manner,
allowed them to consider in the same light the assimilation as to duties
mado b{ us between the long and short ataple cotions of the United States :
but, so far from doing this, and indeed with a view to relicvo the Amerk
cans from all gratitude on the subject, our Cabinet has taken pains to de-
clare that it was a measure which had been alveady long contemplated
for our own private advaniage. The Americans are not so candid and
ylelding as we ce.

Whatever ma, “ve been the motives which induced the Feder.i Go-
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vernment to adopt these resolutions, I do not value them the leas ; bat do
not allow the threats which have been held out to affect you. ‘Theee reso-
lutions, which are undoubtedly favorable tu us, were taken with a view to
itsown interests, and, for the same reaseus, it wil) maintain them. Itshows
but little knowledge-of that wise Government ; it is, indecd, an affrvnt to

* ity to suppoee that a few millions of francs will induce it to relinquish

measures adopted after mature deliberativn—not iu favor of ug, but en-
tirely for their own benefit.

The Government of the United States knuws better than any ather, that,
in a representative Government, no political convention containing a stipu-
Jation for any ogayment whatever can be considered defnitive, until the con-
sent of the body which has the right of voting the appropriation has been
obtained to that particular stipulation. It also well knows that there are
circumstances in which public interest commands the rejection of au en-
gagement, although it has been signed by plenipotentiarics. Thus, in
1807, President Jefferson refused to give his sanction to a treaty concluded
at London by Messrs. Monroe and Pinkney, and Congress approved his
vefusal. 'The dignity of the Cabinet with which the negotiation was car-
ried on, is by no means compromised by such a vefusal ; and certainly it ia
never less a questicn of honur than when the difliculty is of a pecuniary
nature,

The honor of the American nation cannot be interested in having the
French T'reasury delivered as a prey to a few speculators, who are proba.
bly not all Americans ; in requiring that France should surrender 25,000-
000 francs, to be divided among thes: speculators, for doubtful claims,
bought at the lowest price by the actual holders. Not only is the sum
stipulated a heavy charge on our Treasury, but tiiere is in such conven-
tions something more afflicting, more deplorable, than the actual loss of
money ; it is, that, after having been pillaged by our enemies, we have not
been spared by our. friends; it is, that always in our discussions with
Governments, whether free or despotic, they come off well in the end, and
we never,

Gentlemen, my own conviction is that the question of our debt to the
United States should have been determine.. upon principles different from
those adopted by the ministry.

I am convinced that, according to the principles not only of political
equity, but of natural e«vnity, France is not bound to indemnify the Ame.
ricans for the accidental losses which they suffered in a long contest, un.
dertaken for the defence of common rights, the triumph of which has con-
solidated thair power, and secured to them immense advaniages in future ;
whilst France is left mutilated and exhausted, having lost all but her honor.

I am convinced, that even proceeding upon the principles adopted by the
ministry, as the numerous frauds practiscd by the Americans, with the
connivance of the English, must render it impossible to ascertaln that all
the confiscatod vessels were really American property, the debt of France
might have been, without any injustice, reduced to a moderate amount ;
particularly, as the Americans had been recomypenscd more than a hun-
dred fold for the losses sustained during the war, by the greatness of their
profits, and, still more, by the admission of their vensely into our ports, in
consequence of the victories of ourenemics.

I am convinced that an arrangement by which the indemnification
would have amounted only to twelve millions of {rancs, would have given
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considerable profits to the holders of the claims, whether good or bad,
which arc to be satisfied.

But, gentlemen, if you consent to pay the sum stipulated by the treaty
of 1831, let it be at least with a full knowledge of all the circumstances
attending it; let it proceed from motives more noble and morv just than
those which have been set forth. Do not cunsent to this payment from
the fear that a refusal, which on your part should ouly en & wish
to have the amuunt reduced, might alter the friendly relations between us
and the United States. Your relations with that Government woald be
of little value, indeed, if they depended on & few millions of francs. Do
not consent from the fear that the American Government will re-establish
its former duties on our wines ; the reduction made in those duties was
with a view to their own interests much more than ours; and I do not
Iélnme them for it. As to the silks, it has treated us as it treated

hina.

If you consent, do so frain considerations more worthy of yourselves
and of the American Gevernment. Three years have passed without the
Chamber baving had an opportunity of expressing itself on the financial
stipulation of 1833. ‘This delay is not to be attributed to us. The min-
istry committed the fault; and, unluckily, the nation will have to suffer
for it. It must be allowed that when a treaty has been ratified three years,
the Government which is to benefit by it should naturally consider its
rights to such advantages as acknowledged. This is in fact the case with
the Federal Government at present ; and it would have a right to complain
not of us, but of our Cabinet, for having left it so long under the persua-
. sion that the stipulations of 1831 would be fulfilled. If you can deter-
mine to make a sacrifice under these circumstances, it is important that
the Federal Government should be convinced of your doing so, purely
from sentiments of delicacy and generesity.

It would be ridiculous and shameful to eppear blind or duped ; to ac-
knowledge and pay as justly due a debt so doubtful and contestable. The
loss of money is of little consequence, in such cases, compared with the
Joss of dignity ; dignity should be preserved above all thin Besides,
whatever we do should be done with an entire knowledge of circumstan.
ces, "Chus, gentlemen, if, instead of paying some millions which may be
justly due, you submit to & payment of twenty-five millions, which are nut
justly due, it is because you cannot decently refuse in 1834 what you
would have refused without hesitation in 1831 ; it is because you act in
obedience to a certain sense of propriety ; you yield to a sort of moral vio-
lence, which in your opinion does not allow you to recall an engagement
entered into three years ago with a nation whose (riendship is so dear and
precions to s,

Pay the twenty-five millions then, if you think proper ; but, while paying
them, take care to declare that you do hot owe them,

An for mysell, gontlemen, although the consideration of propriety id the
only one which could have any weight with me, it is impossible for me to
admit that an obligution of that sort, arising purely from a ministerial
neglect ¢f duty, ought to prevail so far in a case of such importance to the
K: lic Lressury. It is because I honor highly the Federal Government ;

cause I take great pleasurs in rendering signal homage to its wisdom
and straight-forwardness ; becavse I have fuith in its knowledge, In its
spirit of justice, in its practical acquaintance with the rights and duties o
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a representative Government ; because a nation 80 much enlightened as the
United States, and which knows so well how to defend its own interests,
could enly esteem us more lni;hl{ for defending our own, that I act with
regard to this concession, which 1 considerunreasonably heavy, just asJamn
certaiil that the Congress of the United States vouliu:t under similar
circumstances. I vote against the bill.

(Zhis speech was heard with atiention, and eypeared lo make a great im-
pression on the Chamber. TRe oralor, in ucscending from .Ae tribune, re-
ceived the felicitations of a number of members. Afler some interruptions,]

TnE Doxe px Baoevin, [Mirister of Moreign affairs.)

Allow me, gentlemen, to rectify a mistake at once.

The honouﬁ: member ‘who addressed you last, accuses the French Go-
vernment of having volurtarily delayed presenting the law now before you
so long, that, in his opinion, we cannot possibly retract, and that the Cham-
ber is no longer at the same liberty at which it would bave been, had the
law been presented at a more early date. .

Gentlemen, the treaty was ratified on the 224 of February, 1833, and
the law was presented at the first session after that ratification ; it was pre-
sented again at each of the two following sessions. Yousee, gentlemen,
that the Government could not have presented the law earlier than in the
session immediately following the ratification of the treaty.

M. Jay.

It cannot be expected that I should follow the orator who has
addressed you so much at length, through all the points of his opinion. [
have neither the means nor the time to do so at present. I only ask the
attention of the Chamber for a few minutes.

The illustrious General Lafayette, who has been prevented from attend-
ing to-day, lras sent me some notes, which, being relations .of facts, should
be laid before the Chamber. He says :

« But there are facts which I can assert, as having been myself a witness
to them ; and which I submit to my honorable colleague, the reporterof the
committee,

. ¢ 1. I can give my testimony to the withdra=. a) of the decrees of Berlin
and Milan, before the seizures and destraction: for which indemnification
is demanded.

¢ Q. Although the United States remained alone out of the coalition
against France, the allies who possessed entire power over the Restoration
invited them to join their claims with others which they were causing to be
accepted, This offer was indignantly refused by Mr. Crawford, then
minister of the United Btates at Paris. He declared that his country, in-
stead of making common cause with the enemies of France, would wait
until its account against her could be amicably settled.

¢ 3. I saw Mr. Barlow set off for Wilna, in the conviction, from his cor-
_respondence with the Imperial Cabinet, that the claims would soon be set.
tied ; and at the moment of our revolution of July, Mr, Rives considercd
himself certain of terminating his negotiation even with the Restoration,
which had no e3mst affection for tho United States, on account of their
having remained the friends of France, whilsg itsell had been, during the
whole period, with hier enemies. .

¢ Among the classes admitted in the report, I do not see tAe scizures at
JAntwerp, ~ Although my recollections of that affair are strong, yct [ have
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bad recourse to the Duke of Bassauo, whose authority, considei ng the si-
tuation he then held, is above that of any other. I can say that no con-
fiscation had becn prowounced ; that sale was only made becausa the
would be injured by keerlng; and that a claim based on an act of the
French (Government should be regarded as just ; and, finally, that this Go-
vernment considered the product of the articles sold to be deposited in the
caisse d’amortissement® as Smerican property, which makes an addition of
more than two millions, without counting the Maria, another vessel and
her cargo, which were similarly situated.

It is from these positive data, and from some others of the same nature,
fuunded on the fact of entries, improper, in my opinion, but effective in the
Treasury, that, even exclusive of the French claims against the United
States, I had from my own judgment, valued the sum due to the United
States at 38 millions ; and this amount was net so unjustifisble as it has
been stated to be, although I give due credit to the ministry which reduced
the treaty within the narrowest limite.”

You see, gentiemen, from these facts, that the assertions of our honora-
ble colleague, M. Bignon, are not justified. It is certain that the Resto-
ralion entered into negotiations with the American Government, and that,
at the moment of the overthirow of the Restoration, the American minister
had reason to think that the negotiation would end favorably.

I now corae to the ubjections of the Hon. M. Bignon. He speaks of the
commission of 1831 8¢ if that commission could have afforded a basis for
the estimato of the Government, np for that of the committee. The re-
port of that commission went, not to establish a positive settlement, but to
furnish the Govexrnment with the means of making the sum due as small
as possible.

Your committee was in a {ifferent situation from that of the commission
of 1831. Ita object was not to consider about making a treaty, but to ex-
amine one already concluded. 'I'kus it went upon grounds enmtirely differ-
ent from those of the commission of 1831. .

I repeat, that we had no other grounds for our estimate than those pre-
sented by the Government; and we were strongly induced, by the great
political and commercial interests which make it imperative upon us to
keep up sinicable relations with the United States, the only country in re-
ality promising advantageous markots for the productions of our commerce
and industry.

M. Bignon justifies the Berlin and Milan decrees. They are said by
him to have been reprisals against England.  Gentlemen, depredations on
the commerce of* neutrals are a singular species of reprisals against Eng-
land.  On the other hand, I think that these decrees were directed against
neutral Powers, which had never committed a single act of hostility ; that
they were not rc‘[?rlnls, but really aggressions, Our honorable colleaguc,
in his catimate of tho morality of the Berlin and Milan decrces, hias for-
gotten that Napoleon himsell has arraigned theso acts of his own adminis-
tration, by saying that they were a return to barbarism. And this return
to barbarism it is which you aro cafled on to consider as an act of justice.
Ave such morals to be preached to us w.i>v the revolutivn of July?  They
were quite natural under 8 despotic regime, but do nu: suit a free people.

1t is pretended that M. de Caulaincourt, (Duke of Vicenza,) in his re-
port to the Emp.ror, did not recogniso the debt to the United States, and
that it was a mero political act. Now the very claases presented by the

* Place of deposite for funds destined to the payment of na ional debts,




[ Doc. No. 2. | 449

Imperial Government itself, in 1814, bave served as the basis for the esti-

mates of the Government, and for those of the committee. So the debt

was recoguised, and sdmitted to be eighteen millions. Now, is twenty-

3:: millicas a large compensation for cighteen millions which have been
20 yoars?

The liiﬁtry of 1831 has been violently attacked ; it is not my business
to justify i¢, but it would bo easy to doso. You recollect what was our
situation then at home, and with respect to olher nations. 'We had the ab-
solute Kings of Europe ready to pour their armies down upon us. We
heard daily from the tribuwe the words « War is inevitable. There can
be neither peace nor truce between the revolution of July and the abeo-
lute Governments.” The treaty was concluded amidst the cries of war.
1t was coacluded for the advautage of France, and no one thought of com-
plaining of it. 'Why did no one complain of this treaty thea ?  Becansc it
was wise, it was Snchc, to conciliate the friendship of & maritime Power,
which was in a situation to maintain its neutrality, and which, in case of
war, would have been of great assistance to us.

Not wishing to fatigue the Assembly, I shall say but little more in reply
to the attacks made nst the ministry of 1831, which has rendered us
such signal services. I said that the fear of a European war was general ;
that the treaty was then made with the United States; and that no one
then complained of it, because the measure was wise anid politic. I now
say that, by this act of justice, the ministry inspired great confidence in
the revolution, and in the Governtment of July. Instead of blame, it de.
serves nothing but praise, for coucluding the treaty.

Rﬂi(:er some interrupiions] M. Aveuis.

r the speech which has been delivered from this tribune by the hon-
orable M. Zignon, there remailns little for me to say ; yet there arc some
observations which I ask permission of the Chamber to submit.

You have been informed of the decisions of the Buitish cabinet, which
declared the ports of France in a state of blockade, and of the imperial
decrees, which, in retaliation, interdicted all communication between the
ports of Great Britain and the Continent.

The United States of America, feeling their interests rieved, deemed
it their duty to adopt restrictive measures. 'The bill of the 1st of March,
1809, was the consequence, upon wkich sufficient stress has not buen laid ;
it provided that the productions of neither the French nor English soil
should be admitted into the United States.

1t is important to establish these fucts, in order to show, in the clearest
manner, that England began; that the United States, injured in their in-
terests, had followed the example of England ; and that France, looking
to her own preservation, and the defence of the interests of her commerce,
could only resort to reprisals nnder these dificult circumstances,

It is likewlse asoerted that the interests of the three commercial Powers,
France, England, and the United States, had suffered alike ; but the United
States alone now demans! indemnification for losses which they sustained
from 1807 to 181t, inclusive.

H, gentlemen, you admit the cialm which is now made, you must neces-
sarily cxpect to sce new cnes arlses, and of greater magnitude too. It has
been sald, thouﬂ a8 yet vaguely, still it has been represented, that indem-
nifications will be asked by Poland, which suffered immense losses during
its occupation by France. I entreat you to recollect ...t there already
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exists, near the Minister of Foreign Affairs, a commission denominated the
commission of Warsaw. We do not yet know the result of the labors of
this commission ; but it is to be supposed, when the accounts are rendered,
you will have to pay Poland, or, more correctly speaking, Russia, an in-
demnification much mo1. considerable tham that now demanded of you by
‘e Tinited States.

1i .- not the only claim of this nature with wh'. L vou are threatened.
‘There i1 another demand in store from Denmar! on account of the bom-
bardme..t of Copenhagen. Aithough this event scems of 30 old a date, yet,
encouraged by the example of the United States, Denmark is on the point
of preferring a claim to which you cannot refuse to do justice, if you admit
that which is now demanded by the Americans.

There ave yet other claims of the same nature. Y. . -will call to mind,
geutleraen, that England seized upon the Dutch fle:  because Holland,
adopting the French system, incurred the displeasure of England. There
will be an opportunity for a long account. The time is not yet arrived, it
is true, because the French Government is in a delicate situation with
respect to the Government of Holland. [Laughter.] But when the difficulties
which at this moment exist shall be settled, a new account will be placed
before you, and they will come armed with the precedent which you will
have this day settled ; and you cannot, without a denial of justice, altotgether
;nworthy, refuse that to Holland which you have accorded to the United

tates.

Spain herself, whose fleet subsequently became the property of England
from the same causes, will not fail to address to you her just demands, and
you cannot but yield them a favorable reception.

There are other debts of the same natw , from which it will be difticult

to escape, gentlemen. There are the Lithuanian debts, accepted by France,
and auiienticated by the sign: .ure of the agents sent by the French Go-
vernment to Lithuania, and which are unpaid, oecause the financial state of
France did not afford the means to meet such demands.
There are others which have been presented by Dalmatia and Spain.
'fhizse debts have been liquidated ; the sums have been determined ; and,
moreover, you have rejected them, becuuse your finances are not yet in a
state to permit you to receive them favorably.

The United 8tates now demand of you indemnifications to the amount of
twenty-five millions ; you have been reminded, from this tribune, that this
demand, in the beginning, as in 1812, was seventy millions, and had been
presented with that sum Ly Mr, Barlow. Subsequently, Mr. Rives re-
duced the sum, and it gradually fell to twenty-five millions. Gentlemen,
either France owes the United States the sum of seventy millions, or owes
them nothing. [Exclamations.]

Every one is entitled to his own opinion in these matters,

It appears to me extraordinary that a Government which pretends to
bave u well founded claim to a sum of scventy millions, should consent to
reduce it to twenty-five millions.

The honorable M. Bignon told you from this tribunc, that the Imperial
Government, cither from slight examinations, or from interests purely
political, because it felt tho necsusity of conciliating the United States, in
order to establish a counterpe.-« 1o England, had considered that eighty
licenses shauld he granted to ¢ Uniteﬁ States as indemnification for tho
sums which were at that pecicit cinimed.
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If gentlemen will take the trouble to refer to that time, they may form an
estimate of the value of eighty licenses under the Imperial Government.
I do not hesitate to declare from this tribune that they were equivalent to
a capital of eighty millions. And what is now demanded of you? Only
t;venty-ﬁve millions, that is to say, two-thirds less than what was first
claimed.

Gentlemen, M. Bignon has perfectly established that, by their carrying
trade and agencies, the United States were more than indemnified for the
losses which they had sustained for all their vessels sunk or seized, or
cargoes sold. They now demand of us indemnification ; but, I repeat
it, the Union has been already more than indemnified.

I had intended to present to the Chamber a statement of the debts of the
United States to France, balanced by those of France to the United States,
anterior tn the treaty of navigation of the 11th Vendémiaire, in the year 9,
(Septembur 30th, 1800.) But in consequence of the observation which was
made by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, that this treaty had closed all
accounts, [ have renounced the intention which I had at first formed, of
showing what sacrifices France had made in favor of the United States,
from (}777' ¢~ 1888, since, by that treaty, the account has been definitively
settled.

But thcre is another treaty, the stipulations of which have not been exe-
cuted on the part of the United States, as has been established from this
tribune. It is the treaty of 1808, by which France ceded Louisiana to the
United States. Now, it wonld be desirable that the report of the commit-
tee had indicated, in some way, how this treaty had been executed, and
how the payments had been made to France.

The most profound silence has been maintained relative to the execution
of this treaty. I remember that, besides the extinction of ali the claims
which the United States pretended to have upon France, they agreed to pay
to the French Government the sum of thirty-six willions.

It appears to me that it would have been a matter of some importance to
have shown to us the manner in which these thirty-six millicns had been
paid into the treasury of the State; it has not been done, and yet it was
important to tell us.

Gentlemen, when we follow the different phases through which the
amount of this claim has passed, we are astonished to see that it has dwin-
dled, as I have already in?ormed you, to twenty-five millions ; and, as [ am
well informed, at another time and under other circumstances, the preten-
sions of the Union were much lower than they were in 1881,

In effect, under the Government of Louis XV11I, they would have been
content with ten millions, and, subsequently, eight millions would have
been accepted under the Government of Charles

It is true, as the reporter of the committee has told you, that times have
changed ; that the French Government having & common origin with the
American Government, political considerations should be admitted into the
account, which, added to the financial considerations, ought necessarily to
produce the acceptance of the demand now urged. Commercial considera-
tians have been added to these political views. You have been told to-day
that the exportations from France to the tates of the Union were so con-
niderable, that France could with an ill grace refuse to grant something for
a market which offercd s0 many advantages to her commerce.

Well ! I ask you! Do you believe that if these twenty-five millions now
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claimed by the Union be net granted, the commerce of France with the
United States will suffer from restrictions ? For myself, I do not believe
it; it is not in the hope that the United States will be paid from the twenty-
five millions which they claim, that our commercial exchanges can be to
the advantage of France. It is only because the United States receive from
them great advantages for themselves ; for, do not deceive yourselves, it is
their own interest which governs them in that circumstance. You have
been told of the exportation of fifty millions of silks ordered from Lyons
to the United States—ido you belicve that it was with the demand of twen-
ty-five millions in perspective, that these fifiy millions of silks were order-
ed from Lyons ? No, the tweuty-five millions demanded could not and did
not have the least influence upon the orders which were given to the second
city of the kingdom,

f, on the other hand, we pay sorae attention to the reduction in the ex-
portations from France to our colonies, you must admit that this differ-
ence proceeds from the introduction of American goods. In fact, it has
been stated, and I believe correctly, that Francs formerly exported to her
colonies seventy-five millions of her products, and now, gentlemen, these
exports do not amonnt to forty-five millions, and notwithstanding the waats
of the colonies have not been Jessened ; on the contrary, they are greater.

Gentlemen, you cannot explain this reduction in the amount of our exporta-
tions, but by the introduction of goods which the Anglo-Americans import
into our colonies, to the exclusion of French merchandise, 1 ask the
Chamber if, with so many resources, so many advantages, when the United
8States, down to the restoration of 1814, have been the commercial agents
and carriers of all Europe, when they have exported sometimes under one
flag, sometimes under another, every description of merchandise, when
they have been benefited in every way, indemnification is duc to them,
above all, since it would open the way to so many claims which will arise
on all sides.

X conceive very well that the constitutional sympathies which exist be-
tween America and France may engage us to do for that country what we
would not grant to certain other countries ; but as it is & question of ac-
counts, & question of money to be paid by tho people, it should be closely
looked into.

One other observation is important. Observe that it is not one nation in
the prescnce of another nation, placing national interests against other na-
tional interests.  What does North Amevica demand of you ? S8he demands
indemnification for lusses, a statement of which has been made out and pre-
sented in the report of your committee,

It is not then a national interest—it is an aggrogate of individual inte-
rests,

I know that it will be observed, in replyy that the interesi- of a nation
are only composed of individual interests, However, the two shonld not
be confounded on this occasion.

You have been presented with the list of names of vessel:. coyared at
such a time, sold at such a time,somo at 8t. Sebastian, othe:w at Bayonnc,
others at Autwerp.  You have hiad accounts of vessols de iroyed by our
military expeditions, in order to deceive, or for the puspase I concealing
thelr destination,

If there is a thing difficult, or rather impossiblo to detrymine, it is the
number of veasels which have been sunk by our ships of war upon their
expeditions.
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You are told that an estimatc has been made. 1 do not doubt the cor-
rectness of the estimate which has been submitted to the committee ; but I
may be allowed to believe that there are some things which it is almost
impossible to prove, and this is one of them.

Gentlemen, in accepting - the enumeration, the calculation of these ves-
sels, of their value aud ti:c amount of their.cargoes, I ask if the French
Government should not be placed in the same situation with the American
Government, viz. If, on its side, it ought not to present to the United
States a statement of individual claims which could be preferred by Fraunce
against the United States,

It is true, as stated in the report, that a sum of 1,500,000 francs will be
retaincd to meet the claims made by individuals ; but, gentlemen, to deter-
mine this sum, the amount of the claims should be known, as well of
those addressed to the Minister of Foreign Affairs, as of those to the Go-
vernmeut.  Yesterday and this morning memnoranda were distributed,
which presented an cnormous amount.

I declare that I would not vouch for the exactness of these sums. I
ncither know the individuals who present these claims, nor their validity ;
but I have read with scrupulous care the memorials which have been pre-
sented. One of thesc claims alone amounts to more than two millions and
a hall.

Some, it is true, arc of an older date, for one of them is dated 1718, or
1719. Itis about a grant made to Law, authur of the famous Mississippi
scheme, in which the greater part of the inhabitants of the capital were
ruined. I do not say that the claim is well founded, but it is presented in
the most serious manner, and the land in question is stated as being nine
square leagues in extent, which would be of considerable value in that
country.

Som{thing is said too about six thousand Germans who were sent for-
metly to that country, at an enorinous expense te the Governments which
undertook the enterprise.  As these countries now form part of Louisiana,
and are under the American dominion, I do not know if the claim be not
worth examining, .

You are likewise presented with the claim of a Sicur Renault, who is
said to have settled in the country of lead mines, and to have carried with
him five hundred workmen, who made valuable improvements, and merit-
cd the gratitude of the country.

There ave still other claims, such as that of tho Count Coétlogon, of
great amount,

Gontlemen, I believe that an attentive examination should be made of all
these claims, in order to ascertain which should be paid, throwing aside
those which merit no attention ; and that the French claims thus preferred
shall be made offscts tu the claims of the United States, in sottling the
amount § provided always, it be acknowledged in principle that any
thing is due to the United States. As fur mysclf, I believe, after the expo-
sition of the facts which have been made from this tribune, that France
not only stands acqui ted towards tho United States, but that, if there is a

debt existing between teo countrics, it will be found that Franco has a
claiin upon the Union,
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Moxpar, March 31, 1834,

M. Rearnier Dovas.

Gentlemen : The honor and the intercsts of France, on the one hand,
and the friendly ties which connect us with the United States un the other,
combine to render the question now under consideration cne of no little
delicacy and embarrassment, whenever made the subject of debate in this
Assembly. For which reason, your committce were anxious o furesee, and,
clearly tu define beforehand, the difficulties which might arise during the
discussion. Our worthy colleague, M. Jay, has set fort', in a report,
which does hin no less honor as a m-n than as a writer. the principles
upon which these difliculties might have been removed. As a member of
this committee, I have deemed it my duty to step forth in defence and sup-
port of the conclusions therein cmbraced, convinced that they are founded
upon the principles of national and universal right, on justice, and on the
true interests of our commercial relations with the United States. Our
honorable colleague, M. Bignon, may rest assured it is not a mere act of
generoasity, much less & sacrifice to cabinet policy, but an act of justice,
which the committee demand, in presenting for your sanction this treaty
between France and the United States. It is now twenty years since the
Federal Government first claimed indemnification for vessels seized aud
confiscated, not only under the Berlin, Milan and Rambouillét decrees,
but after the repeal of those decrees. It is also deaanded for the destruc-
tion of vessels burnt at sea by French squadrons, whose object it was, in
this way, to conceal from the eneiny the secrets of their expeditions. Mean-
while, France had, on her part, to make good pretensions which are not
without their share of importance. Long negotiations were held at the
close of the empire and under the Restoration, but without any result.
T'hey were only resumed at the period of our glorious revolution. On the
4th of July, 1831, was signed the convention which defines and fixes the
rights of the two contracting parties, subject however to the concurrence
of the Chambers, which concurrence it this day demands, in the execution
of the financial part of the treaty. This treaty embraces two things en-
tirely distinct : the ane relates to the confiscation of American vessels du-
ring the continental blockade ; the other, to the non-execution of the treaty
for the cession of Louisiana, the 8th article of which secures to the com-
merce of France the benefits since rendered null by the treaty of Glent,
¢ scluded between Englaud and the United States.

Touching the first question, the French Government engages to pay the
United States twenty-five milllons of francs for seizures, confiscations,
and other Josses sustained by citizens of the United States, of which, how-
ever, 1,500,000 francs are retained to indemnify French cilizens, to whom
the United States are indebted, and whose claims are of the same nature
with those of the Federal Government.

With respect to the second question, the French Government renounces,
absolutely and explicitly, all pretensions based on the non-execution of the
treaty for the cession of Louisiana. It reduces, in favor of American com-
merce, the duty on long staple cottops to the same standard as that on short
staple. In veturn for these advantages, the American Government consents
to a reduction, for ten years, of the duties on French wines imported for
consumption in the United States.

The committee, to enable themselves fully to explain their views of the
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bill which has been submitted to you, were bound to make, and have made,
the most careful and minute examination of all the facts, all the claims,
and all tho negotiations commenced, suspended and resumed, from 1812 tv
the date of the signature of the treaty. As it is necessary, in order fully
to comprehend the great question now before you, thoroughly to understand
and appreciate these facts, these demands, and the negotiations respecting
them, I shall endeavor briefly to definc and clucidate them. England had
taken advantage of the first wars of our revolution to seize upon the com-
merce of the whole of Europe. Betwcen the 24th of June, 1803, and the
18th of May, 1806, she placed in a state of blockade not only all the ports
of France, but all those situated on the Ems, the Weser, the Elbe, and
the Trave. The ewnpire of the sea was wholly hers. It was then that
Napoleon conceived a project as vast as was his genius—a project which
would have been less the subject of invective, had it been from the first
properly understood, I allude to the continental system. On the 21st of
November, 1806, he issued a decrce at Berlin, which declared the British
islands to be in a state of blockade, and enjoined the scizure of all vessels
belonging to England and her colonics. This decree was followed by the
two orders of the English Admiralty, of the 7th of January and 11th of
Novemler, 1807. The former forbade all commerce betwcen the Uited
States of America and the ports of Eurcpe, which were in a state of war-
fare with Great Britain. The latter declared that American vessels should
be boarde! at sea, their cargoes conveyed to and landed in England, and sub-
jected to the regulation and laws of re.exportation ; whereupon, the decrees
of the 29th of November and 17th of December, 1807, were issued by Na-
poleon at Milan,

Thhe first ordered the seizure and confiscation of all vessela which, after
touching in England, should enter the ports of France. 'L'le second de-
clared all vessels which should undergo a visit from an English vessel,
and pay any duty whatever to the British Government, to have lost their
nationality denationalisi.) Napoleon should have waited till the United
States had caused their neutrality to be respected by England.  He did not.
An immense number of American vessels werc seized “either in the ports
of France, or in those in possession of her troops or of her allies. The
Federal Government restricted itself to the passing of a law on the 22d of
December, 1807, by which an embargo was laid on all the ports of the
Union. No American vessel was permitted to sail for a foreign port. "This
law, which was meant not as an act hostils to France, but merely as a
means of self-preservation, failed to produce its proposed effects, because
American captains remained in Europe, became agents for the commerce of
other nations, and thus were rendered subject to the effects of the Berlin and
Milan decrees. On the 18t of March, 1809, for the embargo act was sub-
stituted the mnon-infercourse act, which extended only to England and
France. This law ordered the seizure of all French vessels, and, more-
over, declared that the contiscations which might he made should not cease
to have effect, even though amicable relations should be re-established be-
tween the two countries.

This uct, whi~h was equivalent to a hostile proceedin% ;'gainst France,
induced the Emperor to make reprisals. On the 10th of February, 1810,
hie causcd to be issued a gecret order to seize ut St. Sebastian, and carry to
Bayonne, to be there solr the geveral American vessels which, be it romem-
bered, would not have entered the ports of Biscay but for the promise of
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the French authorities that their property should be vespected. Ie did
more.  He issued, on the 23d of March, 1809, a decree at Rambouillet,
which declared that all vessels sailing under the flag of the United States
sh-ald be seized, and that the proceeds accruing from their sale should go
into the sinking fund. 'T'hese violent proceedings on both sides tendud to
stir up feclings of strife between two nations which ought really to have
been confederated. A community of interests, an absence of all political
rivalry, shauld, it would scem, have cnsured to them the most amicable
relations, the most perfect mutual understanding. Advances were first
made by America to France at a time when France had not so much as
thought of making tirem to America.

On the 1st of May, 1810, a law was passed by the United States, sus-

mding the prior enactments relative to non-intercourse, and givinz

‘rance and England till the 1st of March, 1811, to repeal their yospeci-
ive decrees. ‘This law was communicated by Mr. Armstrong, the re.
preseutative of the United States, ta the Minister of Forcign Affuirs, who,
in his note to Lim of the 5th of August, 1810, stated that the decrces of
Milan and Berlin were revoked, and that they would cease to have cfivct
from the 1st of November, 1810, should the English have then withdrawn
their orders in council, or the Americans have forced them to respect the
neutrality of the Union. It is painful to mention that it was on this very
5th of August, 1810, at the moment when a reconciliation was about to take
place between the two countries, that the Emperor issued a decree order-
ing that the proceeds accruing from the sale of American merchandise,
and previously deposited in the caisse d’umorlissement, should be transferred
to the public Treasury. Itis well to mark the effect which the note of the 5th
of August, 1810, had on the Govermmnentofl the United States. On the 29th
of November, the President announced by proclamation the vepeal of
the French decrees, and summoned England to vetract her admiralty or-
ders. 'T'his the British Government having refused to do, the President of
the United States, on the #d of M..rch, 1811, revoked the suspension of the
fion-intercourse act with respect to England. Nevertheless, and I say it
with regret, the condemnations of American vessels continued, not only
after the note of the 5th of August, hut subsequently even to the 1st of No-
vemb.or, 1810, Besides, it was not till the 10th of May, 1812, that Mr.
Rarlow, the minister of the United States, received the decreo of the 25th of
August, 1811, which repealed the decrees of Milan and Rambouillét, the
repeal to take effect from the 1st of November, 1810, Mr, Barlow
hastened to communicate this decree to the English Government, which
thereupon withdrew, on the (2th of June, its orders incouncil.  But it vas
too late—the United States had declared war against England.

Such are the facts on which the Americans rest their claims for indem-
nification. I shull now come to the negutiations. 'Fhey were begur and pro.
secuted by My, Barlow, in 1812, who met with his death amid tic snows
of Poland, whither lie had gone at the invitation of the Minister of Forcign
Alfairs,  'The amount then claimed by the United States was as high s
seventy millions, A peport had been communicated to the Emperor, by
the Dke of Vicenza, under dato of the 11th January, 1814, wherein the
minister declaved that indemnification ought not to be allowed for vessely
seized in virtue of the decrees of Berlin and Milan, with the cxception,
first, of those seized since the 1st of November, 1810 ; secondly, of those
confiscated prior to theiv knowledge of these decrees ; thirdly, of shipy
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burnt at sca : and, fourthly. of thase seized at St. Sebastian ; the amount of
indemnification for all which thercin allowed by the Duke was thirteen
millions ; but, as he deemed the list of vessels incomplete, he proposed to
make it cighteen millions,

The Restoration had no great regard for a Government basced on the
principle of popular supremacy. 1t did not dispute the justice of these
claims of the United States ; but it was fertile in excuses fur evading a
question which it was no pare of its policy frankly, and openly to meet.
‘T'his was not the cuse after the revolution of July.  France felt the neces-
sity and the expediency of a more strict union with a Government which,
based like her own on the principle of liberty, had proved fuithful to her
cause at a time when victory had abandoned it. A commission was named ;
the principles which had been assumed by the Duke of Vicenza, in 1814,
were made the basis of decision.  United ay to the principle of indemnifica-
tion, they were divided as to the question of the amount to be paid. By the
majority it was ‘ixed at twelve millions of francs ; by the minority raised to
thirty millions. T'his sum, however, fell far short of that demanded, in 1831,
by Mur. Rives, the negotiator on thc part of the United States, who produced
claims for fuur hundeed and eighty-five prizes, the value of which was csti-
mated at 70,560,000 {rancs, but at length veduced tn 70,000,000, Such were
the conflicting principles of the negotiation, when the convention between
France and the United States, of the 4th of July, 1831, was concluded. 1t
becomes us now to examine whether the treaty nccords with the principles of
strict justice, and of the true commercial interests with France, L'he
questions which naturally present themselves to the minds of your com-
wmittee are the following :

Are the United States entitied to indemnification ?  If entitled, do we
owe them twenty-five millions ?

Are the benefits secured to our commerce by the treaty in question, a
sufficient compensation for the loss sustained from the non-cxecution of the
8th article of the treaty of cession of Louisiana ?

It was the wish of your committee, in order to arrive at a solution of the
first question, to obtain a perfect knowledge of all the demands made by
the Government of the United States on that of France. Fearing that the
Duke of Vicenza might, in 1811, have consulted the interests of the impe-
rial policy rather than those of justice ; that the decision of the commission
of 1831 wight have been too severe, from their not having before them many
of the documents since furnished, or that the Government may have been
too indalgent, cach domand was separately made the subject of minute exa-
mination, and submnitted to the tests of the strict principles of right and the
most exact rules of justice,

Among the numerous pretensions of the United States, there are many
which cannot be made the subject of grave discussion ; but there s one
which merits the most profound consideration. It respects the question
whether the French Guvernment had a right to seize and confiscate ves-
sels eailing under the proteciion of a neutral flag, recognised as such by
various treatics. The United States pefer to the treaty of 1800, based on
the liberal principle that the lﬂag covers the property, as strictly entitling
them to indemnification for all seizures magde in virtue of the decrces of
Bertin, Milan and Rambouillét.  Your committee aro of opinion that the
decrees of Berlin and Milan, were, in a manner, forced on the Imperial
Government by the first of all laws, that which allows tho means of self.

80
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defence and self-preservation. These decrees were acts of retaliation against
ahiostile Power.  Their intention was not in any way hostile to the United
States. ‘'T'hey forbade them, it is true, all commerce with Eugland ; but
did they not, in exchange, open (o them the ports and ensure to them (he
supply of the whole Continent? Instead of complaining, they ought to
have thanked the Kmperur for these decrees, as the very source of the
commercial prosperity which they have since attained. The Federal Go-
vernment should have caused its neutralily to be respected by England at
an earlier day. It was not in 1812, but in 1807, that the honor, the dig-
nity, the interests of the United States demanded from them a declaration
of war with Great Britain. Had this declaration then been made, the
cmpire would have cscaped its own disasters ; England would have recog-
nised the liberty of the seas ; and the union would have preserved the im-
mense benefits which our policy ensured to it, and have avcided the war
which it was, after all, forced to declare in 1812.

With what reason can the United States complain of the decree of Ram-
bouillét ? The non-inlercourse act was an act hostile to France, and had
preceded that decree, tho lawfulness of which no Power on earth had a
right to dispute, Judge then, for yoursclves, gentlomen, of the indulgence,
to avail myself of an expression of eur colleagne, M. Bignon, with which
we bave admitted these claims of the United States.

Your committee have rejected these pretensions, so fav as they bore, ge.
nerally, upon all the considerations arising from the decrees of the empive ;
yet they could not but except such ships as were captured prior to their
knowlcdfe of the existence of these decrees ; the principles of national and
universal law, and of equity, forbidding that a prohibitory measure should
be considered as taking effect before the parties interested had come to a
knowlecge of it.

Your committec are also of opinion that indemnification was justly due
for ships seized since the 1st of November, 1810, the date of the repeal
of those decrees. It is an undeubted principle, that an act should be
decmed inoperative from the moment of its repeal.

Another question of deep interest to your committee, was that in rela-
tion to vessels seized in Spain, and afterwards sold at Bayonne ; a ques-
tion, the most important details of which they have carefully investi-
gated. It is to them a fact demonstrated, that these vessels would never
have entered the port of St. Sebastian, but for the previous pledge of the
French authorities that they should not be deemed as coming within the
scope of the existing decrecs, We are therefore of opinion that to with-
hold indomnification for these vessels would be to compromise the honoy
of France, The same is true of vessels sunk or burnt at sea. Lhe
right which pcrmits the commander of a squadron tv destroy vessels
in time of war, not for any culpable act of theirs, but on (he mere suppo-
sition that they might, if suffered to proceed, make known to the enemy
the secrets of his expedition, iy acknowledged to ke an extraordinary right,
and a doubt has never been raised that the claimants of property so de-
stroyed arc entitled to reparation.

Your committee are also of opinion that indomniflcation is due the Unit.
od States ; butthat it is due only, 18t, For vessels scized prior to a know.
ledgs, on their part, of the decrees of Berlin and Milan, 241y, For vesscls
scized since the 1st of November, 1810. 5dly. For vessecls conflacated in
Bpain, and sold at Bayonne. 4thly, For vessels sunk or burnt by French
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squadrons ; all which is in accordance with the opinion of the Duke of
Yirenza, in 1814, and with that of the commission appointed in 1831.

T'he principle of indemnnification baving been onco admitted, and the
claims which it sught to affect once specified, your committee hatl next to
examine the reasons which led the Government to increase the sum, and to
fix itat 25 millions. We hail a visit from the Minister of Forcign Affairs :
the result was our conviction, from documents furnished by him, that the
Government has always held, that if indemnity were duc, it was due but
to these four classes of claims, the justice of which, I think, has been fuily
proved ; and that these, and these alone, have formed the basis of its ne-
gotiations with the United States.

Another duty remained to be discharged by your committee, which was
to turnish a statement of the number and the value of cargoes and vessels,
for the luss of which they had decided that indemnification should be made.

"he minister of the United States had presented, in 1831, claims for48s
prizes. ‘The committee, after an examination of all the lists produced by
both Guvernments, have admitted, as entitled to indemnification, but 124
vessels and 127 cargoes.  This done, your committee had oaly to make
vut an estimate of the value of the cargoes and vesscls, and to compare it
with the sum of 25 millions, which the French Government has engaged
to pay to the United States, deducting, however, that of 1,500,000 francy
for the indemnification of French citizeny, creditors of the United States,
whose claims are of the same natuve as those of the Americans.

The result of this estimate and comparison was a perfect conviction, on
the part of the committee, that the sum of 25 millions is justly due to the
United States.  In fact, the valuc of vessels confiscated amounted to 25
millions, omitting that of the eight not sold at Bayoune, but surrendered
to the Marine Department, in virtuc of the imperial decisions,

As respects the second part of the treaty relative to compensation al-
lowed {or the benefits sccured to us by the 8th article of the Louisiana
treaty, by estimates made from thoce which have already resulted to our
commerce from the free entry, so to speak, of our wines and our silks into
the United States, your committee have every reason to believe that the
French Government has, in ..guing this treaty, acted justly, wisely, and
for the interests of the country,

Permit me to answer certain objections made by the opponents of the
bill to the report of your committee,

I would first remark to my henorable colleague, M. Boissy d’Anglas,
that he errs if he thinks that the French Government is the only Govern.
ment from which that of the United States would have demanded this in-
domnification. It has exacted and received millions from England, from
Spain, from Sweden, and the 'I'wo Sicilies,

I have, with every member of this chamber, admired the consummate
power and address shown in the speech made by our honorable colleague,
M. Bignon, in the course of this debate,  Such is the force of talent, that
he would havo infullibly convinced even myself, had I not profoundly stu.
died the yuestion now before us,  There were, however, two points in this
speech with which 1 was particalarly struck, ‘Llic first was, that, alter
adopting the principles of the committee, he way unwilling to admit the
conclusions vationally vesulting from them ; the second was, that the po.
licy of the empire found in him a most oloquent opponent.

Our hunoleo colleague admity the principle that indemuvification is due
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the United States, but rejects, with onc exception, all the grounds upon
which it can be justly predicated ; grounds admitted by the Duke of
Vicenza, and even by the Emperor himsell, in 1814. In other words, he
is of opinion that something is due the United States; but he denies that
this something should be paid them.

M. Bignon wishes the indemnification to extend only to such vessels as
were burnt at sea by our squadrons ; denying it on account of the vessels
canfiscated before the parties interested could have had knowledge of the
decrees, of those scized after the vevocation of these decrces, and of
thove seized at St. Sebastian and sold at Bayenne ; and his reason for so
doing is, that the grounds on which the allowance of indemnification for
these vessels is predicated, afford matter for doubt and discussion.

I ask pardon of my colleague ; the grounds admitted by the committee
cannot alfurd matter for doudbt and discussion ; because principles, which
are the same at all times and all places, forbid that these grounds should
be rationally contested. Do you rcject the principle that a Jaw can never
have a retrospective effect ? the principle that a decree revoked is an inope-
rative decree ? Can you sileuce the voice of conacience while it tells you that
the price of the ships—pardon the cxpression—robbed at St. Scbastian,
ought to be repaid ?

‘The strongest objection made by M. Bignon to the report of your com-
mittee is this—you should not have allowed indemnification for the twelve
vessels condemned after the 1st of November, 1810, but seized before that
date. It is because the nete of the 5th of August, 1810, had declared that
the decrees -were revoked ; because the United States were the first to
imake advanc.s to us, in repealing the non-intercourse bill ; because we were
the cause of ti.> war which they declared against Great Britain in 1812,
that we have Ir' s consulted the strict rule of right with respect to these
twelve vessele, than the dictates of equity.

The second par t of the treaty which we offer for your ratification, has
found as litile fa or with my colleague, M. Bignon. I the United States
reduce their duties on our wines and our silks, it iy, forsooth, an act in
them of mere stratagem and address. They reduce their custom-house
duties because they no ‘onger know what to do with their money : mean-
while we hear noth..g talked of but American bankruptcy. Your com.
mittee are neither so sharp-sighted nor so far-sighted as our honorable
colleague. The only question with them, on this head, has been, whether
a reduction of duties on our wincs and on our silks is a suflicient compen-
sation for the loss of the benefits promised by the Louisiana treaty. 'The
question is affirmatively answcretr by the estimates themsclves, and re-
quires no further investigation. My honorable colleaguc thinks that tho
Americans would make no change in their tariff, cven should you not
ratify the treaty of the 4th of July., But, if the Amcricans are as sclfish
as M. Bignon considers them, will they not be cager to wrest, by their
duties, from the commerce, what they have not becn able to obtain from
the justice'ol France? What will then become of Lyons and Bordeaux ?
Reflect ! gentlemen ; there is cause for reflection. T'hus, gentlemen, right
and equity both demand your assent to the bill before you,  In giving that
assent, you will perform an act not of justice only, but of the wisest policy.
It is by a reunion of the bonds which should connect us with America
that you will oppose the encroachments of a Power which, not having dared
to make war upon you by acts of violence, Las endeavored to do so by its
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taviffis. It is by opening new outlets to the products of our svil and of our
industry, by increasing for the working classes the clements of labor, ihat
we may usefully serve the country. Spirits are at work among us, whuse
agitation threatens to explode. There is but one way to lay the storm, and
that is to open te them new opportunities of action ; they are restless only
becausc they haveno place in society. Let us colonize Algicrs ; and let us
seriously consider the state of Corsica, which requires but a few millions
usefully expended, to become one of the most populous countries in Europe.

M. Boissy p’ANGLas.

I wish to offer a reply to a statement made by M. Réalier Dumas.

Gentlemen, when a deputy rises in this tribune to fulfil one of the dic-
tates of conscicnce, that of protecting the interests of the country, he
should be certain as regards the facts stated by him, otherwise he will
lead those of his colleagues into error, who are ready to place dependence
upen hini. M. Réalier Dumas has told you that I had, no doubt thought-
lessly, afirmed that no other Powers had indemnified the United States
for the losses experienced during the continental blockadés, of which the
imperial decrees of Berlin and Milan were the inevitable results, 1 ask
you, gentlemen, to allow me to show you where the charge of incorrectness
~ will apply.

It may be said that, immediately after the glorious revolution of July,
the agents, and the friends also, of the Federal Government, recommenced
urging those claims which had been rejected by that of the Restoration ; the
new Government, with a view to policy, passed un ordinance on the 14th
October, 1880, creating an administrative commission to examine this
business,

‘T'o name the members who formed a part of this commission, is to fur-
nish a guaranty of its impartiality : M. Lainé, Peer of France, was ity
president, and furnished its report; M. Bellet, senior, M. Benjamin
Delessert, M. Geurge Lafayette, M. Pichon, and M, d’Audiffret, were
the other members.

Upon the pretensions of the United States, M. Lainé mado a report*
marked by force and argument ; in it the different questions were examin-
ed and resolved, agreeably to the principles of public rights. After two
months of the most assiduaus labor, & sum was fixed upun, very inferior
to that which is now demanded of you ; this amount was determined with -
out having previously examined and considered the negotiation which had
taken place between the United States and three other Powers, relative to
indemnifications demanded, under circumstances in some degree similar;
but the commission was awarc that the analogy was very far from being
perfect, and that the sacrifices to which England, Spain, and Denmark had
uietly submitted, were amply compensated by incontestable advantages.
he f:llowing, qentlemen, are, moreover, the terms of the report :

¢ A mujovity has allowed indemnification in three classes of canes, ba-
lieving that cquity towards others cught to prevail over the motives for
rejection given by the Governments of the KXmpire and of the Restoration ;
it has therefore been their object to maintain harmony between two friendly
Powers. and to establish reciprocal and boneficial commercial relation-
ships ; for which ends t'rance has already made great sacrifices, not hav.
ing b en influenced by the example of England, of Bpain, and of Denmark,

* Never published.

r
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« If, for the captures made during the war of 1793, England has judged
it expedient to recompense the United States, it was because she had gosie
Leyond the boundaries of injustice itsclf, in regard to neutral Americaus ;
because she wished to detach her from France; and she had been amply
indemnified by the treaty made by her with the Federal Government, a*
the end of the year 1794, as that treaty struck at the graid compact
of 1788, between France and the United States.

¢ ‘The convention of indcmnification with Spain was combined with the
acquisition of the Floridas; for the accomplishment of which France
affurded many facilities to the United States.

% As for the convention with Denmark, we may find in the Department
of Foreign Affairs the motives by which this Power was governed : it
would then be proved that the suin allowed under the name of indemnifi-
cation was given without regular accounts, and was very far below what
was claimed.”

Such, gentlemen, are the words of the report itself, made by M. Lainé :
you will understand, that, when I observed that no indemnification had
been given by the different Powers to the Federsl Government, I meant
that no indemnification had been allowed upon the grounds assumed in the
claims of the United States against France; most assuredly I would not
assert that at no time, and under no circumstances, had any arrangements
been made; but I was perfectly correct in aflirming that, under parallel
circumstances, for reasons such as are now given, and simply as the pay-
ment of a debt, no pecuniary sacrifice has been made by cither of these
three Powers,

An honorable gencral has told you that it is to our own honor to pay
that which we owe ; yes, undonbtedly, gentlemen, States, as well as indi-
viduals, are bound to fulfil their engagements, under penalty of being dis-
graced if they do not ; but, gentlemen, if yon are not in debt, as I am per-
suaded you are not, do not allow yourselves to be duped; otherwise, in
place of fulfilling the demands of honor, we shall become the laughing
stack of Europe.

Recollect, gentlemen, that extraordinary expenditures are thuse which pro-
duce the vuin of empires; ordinary expenditures are easily borne, because
we provide for them corresponding resources ; from these therc can be no-
thing more than momentary uneasiness ; but for extraordinary expendi-
tures, credit must be resorted to, the future must be pledged, and there is
no power sufliciently strong to bear up against the continued abuse of such
expedients,

Gentlemen, T have quoted the report of M. Lainé, but T will now make
# new observation ; for this purpose I shall call upon the Minister of Fo-
reign Affuirs, and 1 beg of him to grant me a moment's attention.

I 'say, then, it is somewhat extraordinary that the report of M. Lainé,
given as the result of the labors of the commission, has not been added to
the printed documents. In that report it is said that the comnission ol
1831 asked but twelve millions for the United Btates. Thcre is a great
difference between that sum and twenty.five millions demanded by the new
commission. I therefore request tho Minister of Foreign Affairs to havo
the goodness to lay that repoit upon the table of the president, in order
that it may be printed and distributed,

‘The Duke pe Broovaw, |Minister of Foreign Affuirs.]

'I'lse report has been communicated to the committee,
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M. Borssy p’ANGILas.
The minister telis me that this report has been given to the committee.
1 declarc that I have sought for it in vaiu ; and if I have had any knowledge
of it, 1 should say that it was obtained in & manner almost fraud: lent, for
it has been communicated to me just as though therc were no obligation te
doso. It is proper, however, that the Deputies should not be thus com-
pelled to obtain their information in a clandestine manner.

Tue. MinssTER oF ForEIGN AFFAIRS.

The report has been communicated to the committee ; it is in its pos-
session,

M. Borssy n'ANGLAS.

The commitice has not depasited it in the committee room.

M. Perov.

It is indispensable that the report should be communicated to us; until
that is done, it will be proper to put off the vote on the law.

M. ReaLier Dumas,

I will observe that the report in question has been communicated to the
comittee, of which I am a member.

M. PeTov. :

T'hat is not sufficient.

M. REALTER DUsias.

1t is not surprising that the commission of 1831 extended the amount to
twelve millions only ; because that commission had not before it the docu.
ments with which we have been furnished.  It-is proper for me to say that
all the documents have been furnished to us, not only by the United States
and by the Minister of Foreign Affairs, but that we have collected others
in the archives of the Council of State, of the Department of Marine,
and of the administration of the Customs. And I aver that the committec
has performed this labor conscientiously, and has made its estimates
according to the strictest rules of justice.

M. Boissy D’ANGLAS.

I persist in demanding the report made by M. Lainé.

M. Perovu.

Remember that Napoleon determined to pay but thirteen millions.

M. Aveuis,

Gentlemen : 1 will begin by submitting to the Chamber a short reply
to some of the observations which have just been made by the honora-
ble M. Réalier Dumas, member of the committee.

M. Réalier Dumas has just affirmcd that the committee was furnished
with all the necessury documents ; that they did not restrict themselves
to an examintion of those which have been supplied by the Minister of
Forcign Affairs ; that they have searched the archives for some, and ap-
pliad to the Council of State for others; and, in fine, that they had ob-
tained documents from every possible source.

I apprehend, gentlemen, that our colleague is mistaken. If, in faet,
he had taken the pains to make a more stientive examination in the ar-
chives of the Dcpartinent of Foreign Affaivs; if he had asked for the
papers relative to the claims made by Frenchmen against the United
States, in consequence of the cession of Lovisiana, in virtue of the
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treaty of the 3dof April, 1803, he would have foun. there claims which,
though not mentioned in the report, neverthet .ss are for a very consi-
derable sum, and have heen long since prefe.red ; he would have seen
that the claim of the heirs of Sieur Renault, to which I had the honor of
callinf the attention of the Chamber on the sitting of Friday, has also
been long in suit; h> would have found there a correspondence of the
Duke of Richelieu, at the time when he was Minister of Foreign Affairs,
in the course of which, the Duke, in a despatch to our minister plenipo-
tentiary in the United States, had required of him some information re-
lative to this very claim.

If he had taken the trouble to consult the work of Brackenridge on
the natural and artificial produets of Upper Louisiana, he would have
found that the su.a to which this claim, if allowed, would entitle the
holder, is no less than 1,525,000 francs per annum ; the details respect-
ing it may be found in the work just mentioned ; he would have seen
that the claims of the heirs of thc ceiebrated Law had been also submit-
ted to the United States through the Minister of Foreign Affairs; he
would have seen that the claims of Count Coétlogon had also been the
theme of subsequent instructions ; that a voluminous correspondence had
been carried on with M. Hyde de Neuville ; that the United -States had
been several times reminded of these claims; that committees had been
appointed by the Congress, the reports of which had not pronounced the
claims presented to them invalid; but, on the contrary, that far from
considering the demands of those claimants to have been silenced by the
treaty of the 4th of April, 1802, the Federal Government had consider-
ed them as subjects for rc-examination. There are papers which may
be found in the journals of Congress for 1829, in those for 1827, and in
those for 1828, which make mention of these same claims, and avow the
necessity of more ample testimony to enable them to decide definitively
upon them. Gentlemen, I have had the honor to declare to you, for my-
self, that 1 am unable to attest the correctness of the amount mentioned
by these claimants; but that, supposing the sums to be susceptible of
considernble reduction, yet the 1,500,000 francs will be insufficient to
meet the claims now prescnted on the part of the heirs of Renault, Law,
Luxcembourg, and Coétlogon. Gentlemen, the claims of the United
States are made up from the amount of different claims preferred by in-
dividuals on account of partial losses sustained between 1806 to 1811.
It is true that Kou must examine narrowly, in order to determine precise-
I{, the sam which ousht to be paid to the United States, whatever may be
the principle admitted, as well as that which cught to be retained by the
French Government to meet those claims whicﬁ may bg presented at a
future day. Gentlemen, before examining the principle, and before ac-
knowledging, in fact, that the French Government owes any indemnifi-
eation to the Federal Government for the losses which they may be able
to prove subsequently to the new modifications of the imperial deerees
diminishing the severity of those of Milan and Berlin, we must learn
whether the advantages derived by the Amerfcan Government are not
more than a compensation for the losses which they have thus sustained.
The honorable M. Bignon proved to us, on Friday last, by facts and by
reasonings which have not us yet been contradicted, that not only the
A-iencan Government had no clairus to prefer against France, but ra-
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ther, if either of the two countries has a right to demand indemnification
of the other, it would probably be France, and not the American Govern-
ment. Gentlemen, wg\en, in 1814, arrangements were made between
France and the different foreign Powers, it resulted, from a recapitulation
which was placed hefore the Chamber of Peers, by M. Roy, in the ses-
sion of 1832, that France had just claims to the amount of 235,000,000.
Examine well this amount; 235,000,000 due to France by foreigzn Pow-
ers! | have reason to fear, gentlemen, that we have too easily given up
adebt so considerable ; and, notwithstanding this, we now see foreign
Powers addressing the Government of July, in demand for sums which
are small indeed when compared with those which we have a right to
demand from them.

Gentlemen, in such a state of things, would it not be proper to form a
new committee, which should examine the claims of each, and deter-
mine how much is due by each, so that the dificrence may be paid by the
party which may appear in the end to be indebted to the other?

I am of opinion that, under such circumstances, the Chamber would
act imprudently, and with a prec:pitation prejudicial to our finances, if
at once, and without a more full examination, it should acknowledge
France to be indebted to the United States to the amount of 25,000,000,
and consent to the payment of it without the deduction which I have had
the honor to suggest to you. Do not imagine that this is a question of
royal prerogative. There is an essential distinction to be observed be-
tween the diplomatic treaty made in 1831, and the financial arrangements
of the same treaty. No one is less disposed than I am to dispute with
the Crown the right of making treaties, thatis, diplomatic treaties ; trea-
ties essentially political. As regards any financial arrangements which
these treaties may embrace, you are omnipotent ; your power cannot be
limited or questioned. Examine then at once, with religious attention,
with truly financial accuracy, whether it be notimprudent and rash to de-
terinine at once upon this settlement. It has been ade for the United
States, as I have already had the honor to observe to you ; but I fear not
to declare that it has not been made in accordance with our own essen-
tial interests.

Theamounts are considerable ; on the one hand, 2 sum, the yearly inte-
rest of which is 1,525,000 franes ; on the other, our claims,of which one
alone amounts to two millionsand a half : there are others not yet reduced
to figures, but which may nevertheless be considerable. I think it in
accordance with the purity of the Government, and with the dignity of
the nation, to examine these different accounts with especial care ; other-
wise, you will pronounce upon them lightly, and thereby give authority
to the other Powers who are reserving their claims, to come afterwards,
and demand indemnification more or fen heavy, on the strength of the
precedent you wiil have established ; you will, I say, consecrate these
clims, because, without falsifying this precedent, you could not refuse
to lend an attentive ear to the clains wﬂicln might be made upon you.

I persist then, as I had determined on Friday last, in request.ng the
organization of a new committee, which may duly weigh the rights of eacu
party, so that, after they have been established, the Chamber may be called
upon to do what is just.

M. Perov,

Seconded! Scconded! We pay every where, and nobody pays us.
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SEvERAL MEMRERS.
Spain owes 80 millions. Holland, Belgium, Saxony, every on: owes us.
e Duxe px BroaLrix, [ Minister of Foreign Affairs.]

Gentlemen: I appear before you on this occasion to defend, in the
name of the Government, the law which is propcsed to you: 1 come to
justify in your presence all the clauses, all the conditions of a treaty
founded on strict right—founded on equity and reason—founded on the
rfei réocal interests of the two countries between which it has been con-
cluded.

This treaty has not been spared in the discussion which has taken place ;
it has been painted in the darkest colors, to the view of our opponents,
as an act doubly onerous to France ; onerous in the first place, as imposing
upon us a heavy burden; and onerous in this sense, that it sacrifices cvi-
dent rights to delusive advantages.

Our adversaries have gone further. The Restoration has found grace
in this respect, in their eyes. If we are to believe them, the Restoration
had shown itself jealous of the honor of France, and careful of her
interests; the Government of July, less skilful and less firm, has accepted
cvery thing.

If the Restoration, gentlemen, is entitled to this glory—if it be true that
the Restoration, in this instance, has preserved us {rom paying tribute to
a foreign nation, certainly the fact is rare ; it is the only one of its kind,
and ought to be inscribed in letters of gold in the annals of the discarded
Government ; that would be compensation enough.

But let us not hasten to proclaim this miracle upon the strength of
assertions made by nameless persons; let us first ascertain the truth of the
fact, and not lavish our incense and our gratitude at random, for we may
be only losing both.

I shall take up the facts of the case at their origin ; it is the only way of
understanding them correctly. I shall endcavor to present them in their
natural order, and to place them in their truelight. Iam under the neczs-
sity of soliciting from the Chamber a iittle attention, much indulgence,
and, above all, much patience ; for it is not my fault that these facts are
very numerous and very complicated.

During the course of that long maritime war, which dates frem the
beginning of 1793, and ended only with the peace of Amiens, great differ-
ences sprung up between the Executive Directory of the Republic and the
Government of the United States. Infractions of re-existing treaties,
and acts of violence, had been committed on both sides ; retaliatory laws
had been passed in both countries; the convention of the 30th September,
1800, put an end to the differences ; the convention of 1800 re-established
the commercial and political relations of the two countries upon a footing
of the most perfect good understanding. This convention has been rep-
presented to us as a sort of coalition—as a treaty of alliance between thesc
two Governments, in fuvor of a maritime neutrality.

This is going much too {ar; the object of the convention of the 30th
September (it is only necessary to cast our cyes upon it to be convinced
of this fact) was to put an end to this state of semi-hostility which cxisted
between the two countries, and to regulate the reparations to be made by
cach for injury which had bcen committed on the other.

But it is true that, of the 27 articles of which this convention is com-
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posed, there arc many which are devoted exclusively to the re-establish-
ment of those principles of national law, in respect to the navigation
of neutrals, which France has always proposed, and of which she has
jendeavored to procure the observance by all countries. You know these
principles; they are extremely simple. We hold as a gencral axiom, that
the sca is the common domain of all the nations whose shores it bathes;
that all may traverse it with equal rights; we consequently hold, that a
state of wer between two or more maritime Powers does not at all affect
the rights of neutrals ; that the belligerent Powers have no right to fetter
the commerce of neutrals, which may freely frequent all the ports, bar-
bors, or roads of all countries; in fine, that tie merchant vessels of neutral
Powers retain in time of war the right of transporting, wherever they
see fit, all kinds of merchandise—even those which come from countries
belonging to the belligerent Powers.

We admit, it is true, two or three exceptions to these general rules.
Thus, metchant vessels of neutral Powers have a right to frequent the
ports, harbors, or roads of the belligerent Powers, provided always that
those ports are not blockaded by naval forces in a situation to dispute the
entrance to them ; in which case, the neutral ship, being duly warced,
ought to depart, or, if she persist, it is then at her own risk and Keril.

Thus, also, neutral vessels have a right to transport wherever they ma
see fit, all kinds of merchandise ; they are forbidden nevertheless to furnis
the belligerent Powers witharms or munitions of war. Armsand munitions
designated by the technical name of contraband of war, are liable to be
seized if found in neutral ships by the armed vessels of one belligerent
Power, when they are destined to be furnished to the other.

In fine, to determine whether neutral vessels do or do not carry ar-
ticles that are contraband of war ; to determine whether vessels which
bear a neutral flag, actually belong to the country whose colors they
wear, we admit, in time of war, the right of visiting, provided that it be
subjected to certain forms and certain precautions, ¥’Vhen, however, a
neutral vessel sails under the escort or convoy of a ship of war of her
own country, we hold then, out of respect to the Government which
takes her under its guaranty, that all presumption of fraud ceases. And
we no longer admit the rj Kt of visiting.

Such are, in a few wordgs, the rules of the law of nations. These rules
were for a long time acknowledged by all Europe. It is not more
than eighty years since a single Power, England, has thought it might
depart from them more or less.

As to the French Government, if it has not always put these principles
in practice, it has always professed them, and, when opportunity has pre-
sented itself, it has endeavored to introduce them into the text of trea-

. ties. This is what it did in 1800, and on twenty other occasions ; and
it does so still at this day, in the trcaties with the Republics of South
.?Imerica, without pretending to enter into an alliance or coalition with
them.

The sense of these treatiés is, that the two countries engage with
each other to observe these rules, and nothing more. But it is to be
remarked, that at the moment when the French Governmeii entered
into such an engagement with the (overnment of the United States, it
was at war with England, and that England did not observe the rules in
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question ; consequently, the French Government was not ignorant that
it placed itself in regard to its encmy in a position of relative inferiority,
since it imposed upon itsell restrictions in respect to neutrals, which its
enemy did not assume ; but it thought then, and I believe rightiy, thagt
the maintenance of these tutelary principles presented advantages to
France of an elevated description ; permanent advantages, which com-
pensated, and more than compensated, for the inconvenience of showing
a little more fairness than her enemy.

The peace of Amiens put an end to the war between France and Eng-
land ; but the peace of Amiens, you know, was only a truce ; the war
soon broke out again, and broke out with increased abimosity and
energy.

Trgg French Government not being in a situation itself to carry on its
own commerce with its own colonies, adopted the course of offering it to
neutral Powers. By an order in council of the 24th June, 1803, the
English Government interdicted it to them. Very soon afterwards it
re-established it, but indirectly ; that is to say, by subjecting the
neutral Powers to hold commercial intercourse with the French colonies
only through the medium of free ports, which it took care to establish
in the British colonies. This was the object of the two orders in coun-
cil, of the 27th June and 3d August, 1805.

This was the first check given to the navigation of neutrals; others
soon followed.

An order in council, of the 19th January, 1804, had declared the colo-
nies of Guadaloupe and Martinique in a state of blockade. Another
order in council, of the 9th August of the same year, declared the coasts
of France, from Dieppe to Ostend, in a state of blockade; finally, two
other orders in council, of the 9th April and 15th May, 1808, extended
the blockade from Brest to the mouth of the Elbe.

Until then the Imperial Government had observed the rules of the law
of nations ; it had religiously respected the convention concluded in the
month of September, 1800 ; but irritated by these orders in council,
which fell like one thunderbolt after another upon the commerce be-
tween France and the countries that were neutral, it issued on the 21st
of November, 1806, a decree, known in the history of the law of na-
tions under the name of the decree of Berlin.

This deeree declared the British islands to be in a state of blockade ;
but reither the Berlin decree, nor the order in council, created any real
blockade : the blockade was fictitious, as neither Power had a naval
force sufficient to make it effectual. With regard to ourselves, our
squadrons then rarely ventured upon the ocean ; neutrals were merel
warned not to trade with the designated ports, and that their vessels, 1f
stopped at sea when bound for onc of those ports, would be seized and
declared good prize.

The appearance of the Berlin decree raised two great questions ag-

l)lied to neutrals in general; it was a violation of the principles of the
aw of nations, accordini to the view I have just taken of them ; prin-
ciples, in virtue of which we do not recognise a fictitious blockade : for,
accor&ing to us, neutrals should be free to frequent all ports not effect-
ively blockaded. Applied to the Americans in particular, it was an
infraction of the convantion of the 30th September, 1800, the 12th ar-
ticle of which is explicit upon the subjest.
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The right of reprisal is alleged in justification ; but does that right

extend to a violation of the rights of third parties > This is an impo. . -t

uestion.

4 My enemy attacks me, and 1 defend myself; nothing is plainer. He
svels a blow at me, which 1 rewrn; nothing could be more just. But
my encmy. for the purpose of indirectly injuring me, despoils an innocent
party. Have ! a right, in order to injure my enemy indirectly, to despoil
an innocent party ? ‘This would be a question easily answered in morals ;
is it less simplc in politics? [ will not take it upon myself to say.
Others have been bolder than I am.

It is also alleged, by way of justification, that the French Government
signed the convention of 1800, with an understanding that the American
Government should cause its rights to be respected by the English ; that
it should declare war against the English if those rights were disregarded,
and that, not having done 3o, the French Government was released from
its obligations under that treaty.

Is it indeed allowable to supply, by gratuitous suppositions and impli-
zation, which nothing authorizes or justifies, the absolute silence of a
lreaty, and especially of a treaty concluded in time of war, and in the
face of the difficulty itself? 1 would not dare answer affirmatively ; it is
1 serious affair to make up by suppositions and implications for the si-
lence of a treaty.

The French Gevernment, notwithstanding, at first seemed to hesitate ;
the Minister of Foreign Affairs was absent; the Count de Decrés,
Minister of Marine, was at that time charged by the Emperor with the
relations of France with the foreign legations. General Armstrong, the
envay of the United States, applied directly to him, and officially de-
manded his opinion in relation to the Berlin decree, and whether it
would be applied to American vesscls. The Minister of Marine did not
hesitate to reply officially that the convention of the 30th September
would be respected, and that the Berlin decree would not be applied to
it ; this official declaration, being transmitted to the United States, was
communicated by the President to the House of Representatives in a
message of the Tth January, 1807.

Nevertheless, the acts were not conformable with the words, and Ameri-
canvesscls were not only seized in virtue of the Berlin decree, but seized a
longtine before the news of the existence of that decrce could have reached
the shipowners; for it was indeed peculiar in relation to this decree, and to
all the others of which 1 am about to speak, that they were put into
execution the day after their date. General Armstrong demanded ex-
planations respecting these seizures. Evasive answers were given him.
Finally, at the expiration of a year, and on the 7th of October, 1807, the
Luperial Government decided that the Berlin decrce was applicable to
American vessels as well as to those of other nations.

After baving once cntered upon this course, the two Guvernments con-
tinued in it. Tge English Government, by three orders in council, dated the
7th January, 26th June, and 11th November, 1807, declared in a state of
blockade, first, all the ports of France ; then, all the ports of the allies of
France ; and, finally, all those ports which chaneed at the time to be
occupied by the French armies. To be sure, it admitted certain exeep-
tions in favor of neutral vessels which might be willing to submit to some
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conditions ; such as stopping in England, unloading their cargocs
there, and paying certain duties. By way of retaliation, the French Go-
vernment issued frora Milan, on the 231 November and 17th December,
1807, two decrees, declaring that any vessel which submitted to the con-
ditions thus impese, should forfeit its national character, and be dcemeu
good prize.

Such, then, was the state of thinge towarad the close of 1807. On the
one hand stood the French Government, at the head of all the maritime
Powers of the Continent; on the other was England alone, but more
powerful upon the sca than all the continental Powers together ; and be-
tween these two belligerents the United States were placed as a neutral.

The English Government interdicted commerce between the United
States and the States of continental Europe ; and the French Government
interdicted commerce between the United States and the British islands.
The American Government adopted the only course that it could, in this
almost desperate state of things ; it saw that whatever direction the ves-
sels of the Union might take, they would encounter certain ruin ; that,if
they escaped the English orders in council, they fell under the French
decrees, and vice versa ; and that, if by good fortune they should escape
both, they would have to run a third risk ; for the French squadrons
had contracted a singular habit in their few expeditions; they destroyed
all the vessels they met with, whether friend or foe, whether they com-
plied with, or transgressed the decrees; they destroyed them for fear
that they might apprise the English flects of the eourse they (themselves)
had taken.

The American Government, secing that their shipping could scarcely
escape the dangers which beset them on all sides, with parental care
adopted the cxpedient of forbidding their departure from their own ports,
by the law of the 20th September, 1807, which placed an embargo upon
all the vessels of the Union in all its ports, and did not suffer thcm even
to proceed from one port of the Union to another without giving security.

This was purely and simply accepting the conditions to which the two
belligerents had subjected her; and i* was, besides, a municipal act
merely, which applicd only to American vessels. It was an inoffcnsive
act, and one not marked by hostility towards any. It, nevertheless,
appears to have excited, in a great degrec, the displeasure of the Imperial
Government.

The latter replied by an act of retaliation. The natural method of re-
talisting was to place an embargo upon French vessels in the ports of
France, or at lcast upon thosc hound for the United States. i

But the embargo was not of this sort, It was put upon American ves-
sels in the ports of France. The decree laying this embargo cannot be
found in the archives ; but we have the decrce dated the 26th February,
1809, by which the embargo was raised.

The American embargo did not suceced. A large number of Ameri-
can vessels did leave the ports of the Union ; thos~ which had not returned
to them, kept away ; and the ewners continued to play the great game
of noutral commeree, very much like the sons of high families, whom the
watchfulness of their parents cannot keep away from the gambling table.
[ Laughter.]

The honorable deputy from Andelys, (M. Bignon,) to whom you
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listencd the day before yesterday, laid much stress on what he called the
immense profits of the American ship owners. Those profits may be esti-
mated as high as you please ; but I am a little surprised that the honorable
deputy should have told you that, since some have been made rich, others
liad no right to complain, and that the gains of some were an adequate
compensation for the losses of others. Supposing the honorable deputy
were a citizen of the United States, ( which we should very much regret ;)
and supposing he had embarked his whole fortune in a vessel confiscated
at Antwerp, at Bayonne, or in Holland, pursuant to the imperial decrees;
and that, upon his appearing to claim indemnification of us, we should tell
him—no doubt you are rnined, but there is your neighbor who has made
a large fortune, you should be contented,and ought not to ask any thing of
us ; what would the honorable deputy say ? [ Marks of approbation.]

You are now asked, gentlemen, not to indemnify the American Govern-
ment, but to place in the hands of that Governmenta sum for the purpose
of compensating those who may have suffered by the improper application
of the Berlin and Milan decrees. We cannot, therefore, say that the
profits of some are a recompense for the losses of others.

‘The American Government, notwithstanding, did not deem the condi-
tion of American commerce as prosperous as you have represented it, and,
in proof of this, it did all it could to remedy the evil.

Seeing that an embargo was ineffectual, another expedient was devised ;
the embargo was repealed on the 1st of March, 1809, and an act, known
in the history of the law of nations as the non-intercourse act, or law
interdicting commercial intercourse, was substituted for it.

By this law the conumerce of the world was again opened to American
shipping, but the ports of France and Englund were closed against it ; and
the act went on to say, that if, after the 10th of May, 1809, any French
or English vessel should, except in distress, enter a port of the Union,
such vessel should be seized and condemned.

‘I'his act is the only one or the subject, of which the French Govern-
ment can make any just complaint against the United States ; and, indecd,
such complaint would not be well founded, for the non-intercourse act
does not at all resemble the Berlin and Milan decrecs; it did not interdict
ncutral commerce with France, but it exerted a power which belongs to
cvery Government, namely, that of closing its own ports, as every man hus
a right to shut up his own house. But it must be confessed that the eon-
vention of 1800, which had yet three months to run, is at variance with
the spirit of this law. T ought to add, that the law was never applied,

and that not a single I'rench vessel was condemned under it.

It may well be supposed that the embargo law having occasioned so
much irritation to the Imperial Government, the non-intercourse law
would occasion still more, brt it did not. During the whole of the year
1809, and the first month of 1810, the French Government does not appear
to have regarded that law. In fuct, duringull that time, an indirect trade,
which was not prohibited cither by the French laws or hy thosc of the
United States, was carried on hetween France and the Amcrican ship
owners. It originated, and was kept up, through the medium of those

orts which were in the temporary occupation of the French armics.
I'hese wero chiefly St. Sebastian, Bilboa, and other ports in the vicinity,
to which the American vesscls were attracted, not only by the prospect of
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gain, but by the expr-ess invitation of General Thouvenot, who commanded
at St. Sebastian.

This fact is confirmed by a letter from the Minister of Foreign Affairs,
dated Vienna, 13th June, 1809.

The Imperial Government tolerated this commerce until the 10th Feb-
ruary, 1810, when all of a sudden it issued an order to secize all vesscls
and cargoes which might be found in those ports, and to bring them to
Bayonne. Six weks afterwards a decree issued at Ramhouillét, on the
23d of March, 1810, directed that all these vesseis and their cargoes
should he sold, and the proceeds deposited as consignments, d la caisse
des dépots et consiznations.

The decree also provided that, by way of retaliation for the non-inter-
course law, all Anerican vessels then in the ports of France, or which
night thereafter enter them, or those ports occupied by French troops,
should be seized and sold, and that the proceeds should be deposited as
consignments.

There are two things to be considered in relation to this decree: 1st.
That a retroactive operation is announced in it, in terms as plain and as
unambiguous as were ever used in an official act. 2d. That upon this
occasion, also, the Imperial Government hesitated as to the consequences
of its own decisions ; for it did not say that the proceeds of the sales of
the vessels seized should be placed in the public Treasury,but that they
should be deposited as consignments.

Nevertheless, the American Government did not seem determined to
push things to the last extremity. The non-intercourse law, enacted for
a year on the 1st of March, 1809, expired on the 1st of March, 1810.
The American Government did not renew it, but it published a procla-
mation, in which it apprised the Governments of France and England
that the law would be again put in force on the 1st of March, 1811, if
they did not revoke their decisions relative to neutrals.

The Imperial Government met these advances; and the Minister of
Foreiﬁn Affairs, in a letter addressed to the envoy of the United States, on
the 5th of August, 1810, pledged himself thatthe Berlin and Milan decrees
wouldbe repealed so far as concerned the United States,from and afterthe
1st of November, 1810. Yet, on the same day, by a decree dated at
Trianon, the Imperial Government directed that all condemned American
vessels should be sold, and that the proceeds of the sales should no longer
be deposited as consignments, but be placed in the public Treasury.
The game decree directed that the proceeds of the vessels already sold
should be “withdrawn from that place of depnsite, and conveyed to the
public Treasur{; that is to say, on the very ay when it was stipulated to
repeal the Milan and Berlin decrees, an order was issued to condemn
those American vossels respecting which doubts had been entertained.

And, stranger s:ill, this decree is based upon a repoit in which it is
stated that the decree was designed as a measure of retaliation for the
non-intercourse lcw; and the same report also establishes, on the one
hand, that the noa-intercourse luw wes no longer in existence, and, on
the other, that it was never applied to French vessels,

The declaration of the French Government, that from and after the 1st
of November, 1810, it would revoke, as respected Americans, the Berlin
and Milan decrees, produced in the United States the effect that was to
have been expected. Therefore, on the 2d of November, the President,
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by proclamation, declared that the non-intercourse lau: was repealed for-
ever, so far as it related o France.  The Americans had cause to expect
that, from and after the Ist of November, 1810, the seizures and con-
demnations would eease; but it was not so; they were continued in 1810,
through thic whole of 1811, and the three first months of 1812 ; the envoy
of the United States requested in vain, during that long space of time,
that the engagenmient to his Government should be ofticially promulgated.
It was not until the 10th of May, 1512, that he could obtain a communi-
cation of the deeree of the 28th April, 1311, which converted the stipu-
lation into an authentie act. 1 repeat, during cighteen months, the
seizures and condemnations were persisted in.

Nevertheless, in 1912, the relations being restored to a footing of
friendship and good understanding, Mr. Barlow the new minisicr of the
United States, addressed the French Government, and entered upon two
distinet negotiations with it.

The object of one was the renewal of the convention of 1800, subject
to such modifications as circumstances might require.  The object of the
other was to obtain indemnification for the proceedings which I have just
related.

He supported his demand with sueh arguments as these: ¢ From the
date of their promulgation,” said he, * to the 31st June, 1809, when the
convention of 18300 ccased to be in force, the imperial deerces enacted
with reference to American vessels could not be applied but in violation
of the stipulations of that convention; from the Ist June, 1809, to the 1st
November, 1810, they could ot he applied except in violation of prinei-
ples of public law, which both the Americans and the French pride
themselves upon respecting 5 and from the 1st November, 1810, until the
17h May, 1812, exeept in violation of a solemn engagement entered into
with the United States.” '

“ Besides,” added he, “ even if the leg 'ity of the Berlin and Milan
decrees were admitted, could their application to facts anterior to their
existence he justified, or at least anterior to the time allowed for obtain-
ing intelligence of them?

% Could their applieation to things which did not naturally fall within
their scope be justified > Could they be applied without (rial, without
judgment, without condeiiiation > And a great number of eases were
adduced to which these exceptions were applicable.  In the sequel, |
shall have the honor to acquaint the Chamber with the faets upon which
these assertions are founded.

Mr, Barlow pursued this double negotiation with an activity which
cost him his life. He followed the Emperor Napoleon to Russia; he
arrived at Wilna, and died during the retreat a vietim fo the severity of
the scason.

The minister who has the honor to address youbeing then on his way
from Vienna to head-quarters, discharged the 1mournful duty of receiv-
ing the last sighs of that unfortunate man in a hamlet of the Grand Dutchy
of Warsaw,

At the time of his deathy Mr, Barlow left this double negotiation in a
very advanced state.  We learn from a report of the Minister of Foreign
Aflairs, dated the 6th October, 1812, first,that all the bases of a new ar-
rangement were determined on g and, in the second place, that the prin-

31
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ciple of indemuific ~tion was admitted. It was admitted in relation of
two classes of case © namcly, of vessels destroyed upon the ocean, and
of those arising from the application of the Berlin and Milan decrees
subscquent to their repeal. .

A sceond report, dated the 27th November, 1812, adds a third class of
cases, that of vesscls scized before they couid have obtained knowledge
of the existence of the Berlin and Milan decrees.

In a third report, dated the 5th February, 1813, the necessity and jus-
tice of indemnifying the Americans for these threc classes of cases are
established with great foree.

Finally, in a fourth report, dated the 11th January, 1814, a report
written under the dictation of M. de Caulaincourt, ( Duke of Vicenza, )
Minister of Forcign Affairs, these claims are estimated at about eighteen
nillions of franes.

You have heen told, with respeet to the sum of eighteen millions, that
it was not an estimate based upon the admitted principles, but an offer
made to the Americans to induce them to take vigorous measures against
the English Government,

That assertion is in dircet contradiction with both the letter and the
spirit of the report, in which the sum of eighteen millions is specified as
the probable result of the estimate in pursuance of the classifications X
have just mentioned.

Such was the state of things at the period of the Restoration. A ne-
gotiation was begun ; the principle of indemnification was conceded;
three classcs of cases were admitted, which were to serve as the basis of
that indemnification, and its probable amount was estimated at eighteen
millions.

I ask the pardon of the Chamber for detaining it so long upon these

oints. :
P Several members here cried, No! no! on the contrary, go on.

{y first intention was not to enlarge upon the proceedings of the Re-
storation in relation to thisbusiness. The Government of the Restoration
has fallen ; thank God, it has fallen to rise no more, and no one is better
disposed than 1 am to respect the ashes of the dead; nevertheless, the
praises lavished upon that Government constrain me to enter into details,
I will do so as briefly as I can, and without acrimony. I will again con-
tent myself with stating facts; to you, gentlemen, I will leave the task of
drawing infercnces.

Louis XVIIT ascended the throne on the 2d of April, 1814. The
first note concerning claims addressed to the Government of that mon-
arch by the minister of the United States, is dated the 9th November,
1816. Thus cighteen [?] months elapsed, during which time the Govern-
ment of the United States abstained from renewing its application.  For
this long silence it assigns a motive which dues honor to its delicacy.
As wus deelared, it saw France crushed beneath the weight of the trea-
tice of 1815; it saw that the 4th article of one of those treaties imposed
upon France a contribution of seven hundred millions, and it refused to
make common cause with those who estimated their alliance and their
friendship at so high a price,

The honorable mcmber from Andelys (M. Bigyow ) has given another
construction to the conduct of the American Government, and that con-
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struction is one so singular, that although I listened attentively to the
orator, | am not sure that I comprchended his meaning. 1 have been
obliged to have recourse to the Moniteur to dissipate my doubts in that
respect. [ Some tnterruptions.]

According to the honorable M. Bignon, and in that enly he is right,
the minister of the United States would have consented, he would even
have desired, in 1812, to close the business of the American claims for
a grant of eighty licenscs, that is, for permission to cighty American ves-
sels to enter French ports, laden with colonial produce, and to sell it fer
the exorbitant price it then bore under the continental system. ‘This is
very true, gentlemen, and the bargain would have been a good one @ for,
according to all the calculations of the Minister of Foreign Affairs at that
time, those licenses would have produced a sum of 91,200,000 franes,
with which the Government of the United States might have liberally
paid its citizens.

But the honorable deputy adds, that the Government of the Restora-
tion went still further, for it opened its ports to American vessels of
whatsoever character ; that is to say, gentlemen, because the American
Government would have deeined itsell indemnified if it could have en-
joyed the advant~ < arising (rom the continental system, by selling colo-
nial produce at an exorbitant price ; it should also consider itself indem-
nified, inasmuch as, after the continental systom had been destroyed, and
colonial produce had fallen to its natural level, the French Government
did not close its ports to American vessels, while it opened them to alf
the world. 'T'o staie such an argument is to refute it. I will not dwell
upon it.

pNevertheless, it was not long before we reecived proof that the ma-

tives assigned for its silence by the Government of the United States
were the true motives. Indecd, at the moment when the note of the
9th November, 1816, was addressed to the French Government, that
Government had to contend with new difficulties.

By the 19th article of the treaty of the 30th May, 1814, it had rather
inconsiderately stipulated to pay all the debts it had contracted to indi-
viduals or to public establishments, beyond its territory, for supplies,
contracts, or any other obligations whatever.

Two conventions, bearing date the 20th November, 1815, regulated
the method of settlement; and J repeat, that at the time the note of the
American Government was received, nearly a thousand millions of francs
had been allowed.

It was not without deep regret that M. de Richelieu, then Prime Minis-
ter, saw the demand of the Americans added to the burden bhencath
which France was already sinking.  Still, as he wasa man full of loyaltly:
and honor, he plainly recognised the debt; in an interview he had wit
the minister of the United States, on the 20th January, 1817, he confess-
ed that indemnification was duc to the American merchants; in a se-
cond interview, which took place on the 12th of April, 1817, he renew-
ed this declaration ; but he at the sume time requested that the payment
of the debt might be postponed to better times,

I do not say that the Government of the Restoration was wrong in
thus placing France in the position of a debor who eraves time from his
creditor; 1 am convineed that upon that cccasion ¢very thing was done
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that could and should have been done. But I ought to remark, that
France was not thereby released from its debt to the United States; on
the contrary, that debt was made a question of honor and delicacy, and
thus rendered still more obligatory.

The Amcrican Govermnent su=~nded its operations for five years;

this unquestionably proves the ¢ ! will of the Government of the
United States ; but in the meanwh,  vhenever an opportunity offered,
it did not neglect to keep up the reco: nof its claim. Thus, when, in

1818, the French Government had negotiated for the claims of the sub-
jects of foreign Powers, and had agreed to pay for them a sum of three
hundred million eight hundred thousand franes; when the Minister of
Forcign Affairs announced this convention to the Chamber of Deputies,
he declared that France was released with regard to the Europedn
Pouwers, and this restriction was inserted at the official demand of the
Government of the United States. ‘

Thus also on the 11th February, 1819, the 15th May, 1820, and the
21st October, 1820, that Government presented to the French Govern-
ment certain separate claims of its citizens, and, at the same time, inci-
dentally adverted to the rights und the claims of all the others.

It was in 1822, five years subsequently to the period I have just men-
tioned, that France being relieved from foreign occupation, and the
French finances appearing to he in a prosperous condition, the Govern-
ment of the United Statcs renewed its operations, by addressing, on the
11th of January of that year, a note to the Vicomte de Montmorency,
then Minister of Foreign Affairs. In an interview which'took place
on the 27th of January, he formally acknowledged the debt. A
few days afterwards, during s second interview, the President of the
Council also acknowledged it. [ pray the Chamber to pay particular
attention to these two facts; it is seen that not a single doubt was raised
by the Government of the Restoration as to the debt to the United States.
Still the Vicomte de Montmorency did not disguise from the American
minister the great displeasure he felt because this burden fell to the
share of the ministry, of which he made a part; and the mind of the
President of the Council, very fertile in expedients, sugrested to him
more than one device for repelling the difﬁcui)ty from himself, so that it
should fall upon the shoulders of his successors; he did it in this way.

At that time, there existed between the French Government and that
of the United States some serious differences concerning navigation du-
ties : which differences were of two sorts. In the first place, France
had in 1814 imposed duties upon the vessels of foreign nations, from
which French vessels were exempted. She also imposed several extra
duties upon merchandise imported in foreign vessels, from which the
same merchandise was exempt when imported in French vessels.

The Government of the United States, on the contrary, offered to ad-
mit the flugs of all forei%n nations upon terms of reciprocity, The
offor was acceptc-d by England, Prussia, and Sweden.

ane .l Government i)aving resisted, the Government of the
United States imposed upon French vessels a discriminating duty of
eighteen dollars per ton ; and the French Government,by way of retali-
ation, independently of the additional duty imposed upon oll foreign flags
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without distinction, added a speeial duty of ninety iranesa ton, exclusive-
ly applicable to American vessels.

In the second place, France, on ceding Louisiana to the United States
in 1803, had stipulated that her own vessels should be reccived in that
country on the same terms as American vessels, during the succecding
twelve years; and from the cxpiration of that time, forever, on the
terms of the most favored nation. Now we have just seen that the
Epglish flag had been placed upon the same footing with the Amcrican
in all the ports of the Union. The French Government claimed, as a
matter of right, the same terms in the ports of Louisiana. To this the
Americans answered, whether correetly or incorrectly I will not say,
that, by placing the English flag on the same footing with their own, they
had not intended to confer a’ favor; that it was a conditional, not a gra-
tuitous concession, and that the condition was reciprocity—We offer the
same to you, said they, upon the same conditions. If you do not ac-
cept the offer, you acknowledge that it is not a favor, and that you have
no right to it—A negotiation upon-this subject was carried on at Wash-
ington.

Messrs. de Montinorency and de Villele took advantage of this, and in-
timated to the envoy of the United States, that, although they acknow-
ledged the debt to Amecrica, they had no hope of obtaining from the
Chambers the appropriation necessary for paying it, so long as the ques-
tion of navigation duties remained unsettled. They intimated, besides,
that, as soon as these differences were settled, they would discuss the
mode of payment either by arbitration or by a direct bargain.

On the 18th of June, the envoy of the United States protested against
this new postponement ; but on the 21th of June, that is, six days after-
wards, a convention was signed at Washington, which provided that those
duties should be abolished ; that is, first reduced one-fourth in the two
following years ; then one-fourth on each succeding year, until they were
extinguished, with thc exception, howcever, of a duty of five franes per
ton for light money and pilotage.

The envoy of the United States had scarcely received this convention,
when he presented himself to the French Government, and required the
performance of its promise. The French Government replied—We are
ready to discuss with you the amount of the indemnification ; but there
are claims of French citizens upon the Government of the United States,
which we will huve settled by the same treaty. The difficulty relative
Wo Louisiana still exists ; it has not heen arranged at Washington; we
will include it in the same treaty.

‘The American minister refused to consent to this. He made no diffi
culty upon the first point, but he declarcd that he had neither adequate

dépowers nor instructions with regard to the other; and the discussion
remained in this state for seven yecars, while Messrs, Damas, Chatcau-
briand, and Laferronays successively oceupied the Department of Foreign
Affairs.  The negotiation made no progress. It was carried on first at
Paris, then at Washington, then again at Paris, without any result.  Thus
the French Government said, I am ready to settte the amount of indem-
nification, provided you consent to treat respecting the French claims, and
the pretensions advanced by us under the Sth article of the Louisiana
treaty.

l
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The American minister replied—We cannot conneet the Louisiana
question with the debt of which we claim pavment from you; the two
yucstions are entirely distinct.  In the first, our right is acknowledged by
you; in the second, your right is disputed by us. We are unwilling to con-
found all the questions in onc and the same act; but we do not refuse to
treat the two questions separately, and to terminate them by scparate acts.

In saying that the French Government had not denied that the
Americans were substantially right, I do not desire it to be understoed that
it did not from time to time make attempts, and even shameful attempts,
if 1 may so express mysclf, to get rid at once of these inconvenient claims ;
for instance, there was scareely a Minister of Foreign Affairs who did not
begin by saying in conversation with the minister of the United States,
’Wﬁy did you not have your claims settled at the same time with those of
the European Powers?

The answer was plain. It was at the express request of the French
Government that the husiness was postponed ; there would have been a
want of delicacy in not acceding to that request. Another odious argu-
ment was advanced, which has also been repeated from this tribune ;
namely, that the legitimate Government was not responsible for the acts of
the usurping Government ; that application should be addressed to the
usurper or to his representative, but that the legitimate sovercign owed
nothing. Gentlemen, it must be said to the honor of the Restoration, that
this argument was not seriously used. It was, to be sure, put forward ;
but the ministers who cmployed it instantaneously withdrew it, and re-
turned to the true state of the affair. 1 believe that it was advanced hut
once in an official note.

ft will not eseape you, gentlemen, that, according to the turn this
negotiation had taken, its result was entirely in the hands of the Govern-
ment of the United States ; the French Government declared its readiness
to treat respeeting the indemaity to be granted to the United States,
provided the Louisiana questions were included in the same act. It
{followed, that from the time the Amcrican Government agreed to treat
simultancously on the claims and the Louisiana question, the French
Government was taken at its word, and driven to the wall ; there was no
further retreat.

Well, the American Government took this course in 1830,  Mr. Rives,
the miunister of the United States, came from Washington, furnished with
instruetions authorizing him in the last extremity, when he could no longer
avoid it, to give up treating the two questions scparately, and to combine
them in one and the same negotiation.  On his arrival, he found the
ministry of the 8th of August formed ; he found it rather anxious respect-
ing its cxistence---uncertain whether it conld obtain fiom the Chambers the
ordinary appropriations ; and, conscquently, not much disposed to ask them’
for such us were extraordinary. At first; thercfore, he was not very cor-
dially received, and had to put up with the long list of evasions which 1
have just recited, and which, after being advanced upon this as well as
upon mau, other occasions, were soon abaudoned, In an interview he
had on the 11th of January, 1830, with the then Minister of Forcign Affuirs,
[Prinee Polignac,] that minister explicitly admitted the right of the Ame-
rican Government relative to the vesscls destroyed at sea, which be cha-
racterized as acts of piracy,




[ Doc. No. 2. | 419

It was the same with respeet to all those vessels scized, the procceds
of the sale of which had been deposited as consignments.  In another
conversation, on the 11th of February, the Minister of Foreign Afhairs
even confessed that indemmification was duc for supplies, which had
not been mentioned until then, during the negotiation.  The admissions
were such, that the American .inister Urmied from them the basis of a
scheme of settlement, in which he stated the admissions, cne after anoth. =,
and which he sent to the Department of Forcign Affuirs.  The scheme
was received, and an answer to it was promiscd.

If the American minister found the French Minister of Foreign Affairs
tractable enough as to the right of indemmification, he found him entirely
liberal in regard to the Louisiana question. He then determined to
make use of the power with which he waus elothed.

Two negotations, onc official, the other confidential, were from that
instant set on foot between the then Minister of Foreign Atfuirs and the
minister plenipotentiary of the United States.

In the official negotiation, the minister of the United States endeavored
to take advantage of the concessions he had obtained, and the Minister of
Foreign Affairs tricd to get over those coneessions.  During this time they
had recourse to a confidential negotiation.

Mzr. Rives had offered not only to scitle the two questions by one and
the same treaty, but to dispose of the Leuisiana question for the considera-
tion of a reduction by the Government of the United States of the duties
upon French wines.

This overture was favorably received, and, upon the application of the
Minister of Foreign Aflairs, it became the object of a confidential memo-
randum, which was sent to him on the 20th of May.

In a letter of the 31st May, also confidential, the minister asked for
some explanations as to the duration of the proposed reduction 5 which
explanations were given on the 15th of June. e appegred satisfied,
and promised, on his own part, (o submit a project of o definitive settle-
ment of the two questions.

Things were in this state when the revolution of July oeeurred, which
overturned the Restoration,

I ask pardon of the Chamber for heing eoliged to enter into all the
details.  [Sevegan meExMBers: Goon! Goon!]  They arcindispensable.
I beg the Chamber to let me rest a few moments, [ Afler some repose, ]

I have sketched, gentlemen, the state of the busitess before you
at the time of the revolution of July.  The statement [ have just made
will enable you to give its just value to the assertion so often made from
this tribune,—that the Government of the Restoration had freed France
from the American claims.

You have seen, gentlemen, that the Government of the Restoration had
uniformly recognised the debt; and that; when the sevolution of July
burst forth, it was upon the point of loing that which has heen sinee done
by the Government of July.

1 should say ns much of a proposition which has not heen onenly ad-
voeated from this tribune, but which has heen so often repeated, that |
will tuke this opportunity to reply to it, 1o wit: that the Government of
the Restoration, had it been w{lling 10 treat, might, upon more than
one occasion, have obtained more udvantageous terms.
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I affirm that upon no other occasion did the ministers of the Restora-
tion, or any one of them, 'scuss the amount of claims with the minister
of the United States. Whea, therefore, it is averred that the Govern-
ment of the Unitod States would have been satisfied with less, such an
assertion is purely gratuitous, and not based upon any ascertained fact.

This being established, what could the Government which sprung from
the revolution of July do > What ought it tc have done? Should it have
told the Government of the United States, as it was advised to do from
this tribune two days ago—upon the whole, your prosperity was greatly
increased : we have in(feed destroyed and confiscated your vessels, and
ruined a large number of your citizens ; but, as others ilave made great
profits, we are equal. Moreover, we had a hand in driving you
into a war with England ; that war did you honor. It is true you have
secn your country invaded; your capital taken by assault; your fleets
burnt; but you made a noble resistance ; you behaved like brave men;
accept our compliments, we have nothing else to offer you.

I am of opinion, gentlemen, that this argument would not have sufficed.
Ought we, as the Gove . :nt of the Restoration had done, or rather had
timidly attempted to do, ought we to plead the irresponsibility of a new
Government for the acts of the old Government? We would have blush-
ed to do so—such an argument was unworthy of us. Finally, ought we
to have tried to avail ourselves of the Louisiana quesiion? The Govern-
meni of the United States had itself offered to treat concerning this
guestion. It was clear, therefore, that we must do one of two things;
either confess that we owed, but declare that we would not pay ; or else
end by a single treaty all thc questions in controversy.

The first of these two mcasures would have disgraced us. It would
have been followed by a rupture with the United States; a rupture to the
consequences of which I shall presently have occasion to advert. The
second measure was the only sensible, honest, and admissibie one, and
we adopted it. .

Nevertheless, do not belicve that the Government bound itself by this
transaction blindly or at haphazard, without looking before or behind.
On the contrary, it took wise preeautions ; it chose, as has been said from
this tribune, very cnlightened men to form a commission men taken {rom
the two Chambers, of every shade of opinion ; so that this commission was
incapable of suffering itself to be led astray by the spirit of party. All
the facts, all the documents were spread before it. Every thing was

iven to it. Al questions werc submitted to it. It unanimously decided
that indemnification was due to the American merchants. With regard
to all the rest, there wasnot the same unarimity. The minority thought
the American claims might be admitted in their whole extent, and that
the application of the imperial decree was at all times irregular, and in
contravention of the law of nations. The majority, on the contrary, were
of opinion that the imperial decrces were justifiable in themselves, and
that indemnification was due only for their abuse, and for their retro-
spective, irregular application,

The same diversity of opinion was manifested upon incidental matters,
Thus, it wus agreed by all that indemnification was duc for the ap-
plication of the imperial decrees anterior to the period when a knowledge
of them might have been obtained.

But what time was to have elapsed when such knowledge should be
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presumed to have been obtained? The minority asked for four months,
the time fixed by our ordinanee rclative to maritime prizes.  The majority
decided upon eighty days, which had been fixed uron by the non-infer-
course law.

There was the same concurrence of opinion that the imperial de-
crees could not be lawfully applied after to their repeal. But, by con-
demning vessels after the 1st of November, 1810, which had been seized
before that time, was such an aprlication made of the derrees? The
minority decided this question in the affirmative ; the majority in the ne-
gative. It was the same with the question, whether it was lawful to con-
demn upon mere decisions of the cabinet, without argument or adjudi-
cation.

Upon all these points, gentlemen, the Government sided with the ma-
jority ; consequently, with the opinion most disadvantageous for the
Americans, and the most advantageous for France. There were two
points with respect to which it could not accede to the opinion of the
majority : «1c first, because it was contrary t. the intention of the majority
itself; and the other, because it was based upon a guestion of figures,
and such questions cannot be decided by majorities.

The first of these points was to determine how the American vessels
and cargoes wer to be valued—whether at the price of cost in Ameri-
ca, or at the price of sale in France. The majority of the commission
conceived that they should be valued at the price of cost in America, and
not at that of sale in France; because, said they, colonial goods were
exorbitantly high at that time, and the estimate made on the latter base
would be extravagant,

On this point we could not adopt the opinion of the commission, and
for this reason, that although colonial goods were really very high at that
time, there had been such a glut, and so much hurry in the sales, that the
ships and cargoes had been sold very low; and if the opinion had been
adopted, it would have led to conclusions very different from those at
which the commission wished to arrive.

It is sufficient to compare the American statements drawn up from the
prices of purchase in America, with the French statements drawh up
from the selling prices in Franee, to he convinced that there would hea
difference of twice the amount in favor of the Americans, hetween the
price of purchase in America and the amount of sales effected in France.

Thus, with regard to the twenty-two ships, valued in the American
statement at 8,747,203 francs, from the prices at the places of exportation,
we find the French statements drawn up from the sales give a value only
of 4,271,890 francs.

That was & point upon which the Government did not agree with the
commission ; it ndopted the price of the sales in France, instead of the
cost in the United States.

The second point upon which there was a difference arose from a set-
tlement of the indemnification upon the principles admitted,

The commission determined upon the sum of twelve millions; we ar-
rived al a much higher amount. ~ Every document had been furnished to
that commission ; every statement had been placed in its possession. The
publication of the report of that commission has been eagerly called for,
and I now declare, on behalf of the Government, no obstacle has been
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interposed ; we transmitted that report to the commiittee of the Chamber,
and they Lave extracted from it \\'Katevcr they judged convenient.

I wilf here also remark to those who demand the publication, that they
will not find what they scck.  They will not find there the series of cal-
culations, made in uccordance with adopted principles, from which the
commission arrived at the sum of twelve millions. If such a series of
calculations exist any where, I know nothing of them. 1 examined the
report at the time I was occupied with the affair, and 1 have remarked,
and you will see when it is printed, that the commission confine them-
selves to laying down gencral principles, giving only the total ; butas for
the scries of calculetions by which they arrived at that sum total, it is
wanting in their report. '

Willit be found elsewhere? 1do not know. I have inquired; it could
not be furnished. I does not exist at the Department of Foreign Affairs.
What followed? We were compelled to go over the whole labor, that is
to say, to take up the statements which had been placed before the com-
mission of 1830, and likewise before your committee, to- dissect those
statements, in order to apply the principles laid down by the commission
itself to the various cages enumerated; a very different result was the
consequence, as you perceive.

To what is this difference attributable? I do not know ; but I have
se‘tled the fact, that the error is not on our side. The statements, I re-
peat, are the same v-hich were submitted to the commission of 1830, as
well as to the present committee. The principles were settled by the
commission of 1830. The investigation was made with great care upon
these principles. 1 transmitted the result of that examination to your
committee, and I entreat it to compare them, and see if the caleulations
were cxact, and, if they found the least difficulty, to come to the Depart-
ment of Foreign Affairs and reinvestigate the matter with us. They com-
pared the condensed statements with the originals. Two of the commit-
tec were delegated to the department to communicate with the person
charged with this labor. They found it perfeetly correct ; and I venture
to affirm that it will be impossible to discover the least error. I have
caused then four times to be verified. The committee itself compared
them,

That point settled, and, moreover, the Government having adopted all
the principles of the commission of 1830, it endeavored to make them
available in the negotiation, without concealing the objections which there
would be to surmount. A treaty resulted, composed of three series of
arrangements.  The first six articles provide that the French Govern-
ment shall pay to the American Government a sum of 25 millions, which
shall be paid in six annual instalments, with interest at four per cent., the
Amecrican Government being charged with the distribution to the respect-
ive claimants to whom it is due. The American Government, on its
part, is to pay to the Government of France the sum of 1,500,000 franes,
upon the same terms and conditions, to he distributed by the French Go-
vernment to whomsoc ver it belongs, By the seventh article, the French
Government renouncas its pretensions founded on the eighth article of the
treaty of cession of Louisiana, and the American Government, in requi-
tal, agree to grant, for the space of ten years, a reduction in the duty on
French wines. 1 have not, at this moment, the amount before me ; but
it is particularized in the treaty.
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Thirdly, the French Government engages to establish the same duty
upon long staple cottons, as upon short staple cottons.

I intend to discniss separately the three distinet points of the treaty. 1
might, with propriety, dwell only upon the first, for the Chamber is not
now deliberating upon the treaty : it 1s deliberating on a law, the objeet of
which is to authorize the Government to execute the first six articles of
the treaty ; strictly speaking, then, these six articles only are under discus-
sion. But I grant I‘mt a treaty is indivisible ; that all its stiputations are
connccted and linked together, and that one being rejected, the whole
falls to the ground ; therefore, it is better to discuss tire whole guestion at
once, than to postpone the debate to another period.

The claims of the American Government, cxtending to the entire ap-
plication of the imperial decrees of Berlin, Milan, Rambouillét, and Tria-
non, amounted to 71,095,961 {r. 12 c. They claimed, at the same time,
interest at 5 per cent.upon that sum, from 1311, which added 52,208,925
fr. o7 ¢. They claimed, besides, 5,055,415 fr. 38 c. for debts and sup-
plies prior to 1806. It is thus that the account of the American Govern-
ment was established. :

It bhas been remarked from this tribune, that in 1812 the Government
had lowered its pretensions from 71 millions to 40 millions, and even to
30 miillions. I do not know whenee the orator who made this statement
has obtained it. I have no knowledge that the sum of the indemnification
was so discussed in 1812, hetween the minister of the United States’and
the Department of Foreign Relations, nor that the American Government
produced, at that period, a statemem of its claims. I only know that, in
many of the reports presented to the Emperor by the Minister of Foreign
Relations himself, he valued the American claims one while at 30, then
at 40, and even at 50 millions. In that he only expressed his own opi-
nion ; but I have not found any traces of discussion on the subjeet, or
that the minister of the United States ever consented to reductions.

Such, then, was the state of the American demands.  The first effort
of the negotiation was to induce the American negotiator to relinquish
the claim of interest, and the accessory demand of 5 millions for ancient
debts and supplies. It was not without trouble that we obtainced this con-
cession.

The question was at length definitely reduced to the capital.  The
French negotiator declared himsclf totally unauthorized to admit the il-
legitimaey of the deerces of Berlin and Milan, inasmuch as they were re-
gularly applied, and useful at the time; that he would only be able to
allow indemnification for the irregular application of those decerees; that
is to say, in those eases where they were applied, before the knowledge
of their existence was duly communicated and understood, and where
they were made tn apply posterior to their repeal, and for the destrue-
tion of ships upon the hizh seas.

The two negotiators could not agree upon those principles; but they
agreed that a general offer should be made, without regard to prineiples.

The Freneh negntintor hegan by offering 15 miilions.  ‘That offer was
peremptorily refused, and the negotiation appeared to he Lroken off.

It was upon the express demand, angl after the strictest investigation of
M. Casimir Perrier, then President of the Council, whose position as
Prime Minister, and at the same time occupying an clevated rank in the
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commerce of France, rendered him a good judg: of the question ; it was
at his solicitation that the Council of Ministers gecided that a higher offer
should be made.

The negotiation was then resumed ; it was pursued with much dili-
gence through all difficulties. In fine, from reciprocal concessions, from
og'er to offer, from one reduction to another, the sum of 25 millions was
adopted.

hl: fixing upon this sum, did the French negotiator compromise his re-
sponsibility > Did he exceed the limits which were found settled by prin-
ciples which he hiruself had laid down ? No! He was not the first, for they
had been already more highly estimated by the Emperor himself, who
will not be accused of making bad bargains relative to his own acts, and
the interests of his treasury; and the estimates of the ministers of the
Restoration, and of every commission down to 1830, were higher.

Before I proceed, I will say, had that been the case—and | request the
Chamber to consider it as stated hypothetically—I will repeat, had the
French negotiator even excceded the principle which he had laid down,
still he would not be censurable, for every transaction of this kind is ef-
fected by compromise, and the mutual abandonment, in a certain degree,
of the positions first assumed. Each party takes his own ground ; each
makes concessions to the adverse party ; and every convention is essen-
tially a mean between the two.

But there is no need here of recurring to general principles in conven-
tions. It is easy to demonstrate, with statements in hand, that, in applying
the prineiples settled by the Emperor Napoleon and by every commission
down to, and including that of 1830, to the facts known to us, the sum
would far exceed 25 millions; and this I will endeavor to prove to the
Chamber.

I am obliged to repeat to you, that the facts which [ shall place before
you consist of correct extracts from statements furnished by the Marine
Department, of vessels burnt; by the administration of the Customs, of
vessels sold ; by the Council of Prizes, of vessels condemned ; and from
the archives of the Secretary of State, of vessels condemned by the simple
decision of the Cabinet. The selection of these statements was made
with the greatest care, and they were transmitted to your committce. The
committee appointed two of its members to examine them, and that com-
mittee, entertaining doubts on certain points, came to the Department
of Foreign Affairs, und had those doubts removcd; conscquengly, I
advance nothing which is not the result of the most scrupulous investi-

ation.
8 The first class of acts which are used to serve as a basis for indemnifi-
cation, is the' class of vesscls burnt upon the high seas. Not a single
orator whom you have heard, refuses to admit this clags. Every one
agrees that when the pruperty of a third party is destroyed for personal
interests, indemnification should be made.

How were we to learn the number of ships destroyed at sea? It was
necessary to consult the correspondence of the Marine.

There were no legal statements (procés verbaux) drawn up by the ad-
ministration of the custom-houses, because there were no customn-houses at
sea. It therefore became necessary to examine the journals of the differ-
ent squadrons, and the correspondence of the Minister of Marine, with the




[ Doc. No. 2. ] 488

commanders of squadrons. That minister has furnished a statement, con-
taining a list of 25 vessels.

In comparing this st :tement with the statement of claims brought for-
ward by the American owners, a difference of 19 ships is discovered.
These clairis were communicated to the Marine Department. New re-
searches were made among their correspondence, and it is admitted that
the claims for 13 of the 19 vessels were well founded. Six were struck
off. On thc other side, it was observed that of the 25 vessels given in the
first state'nent, there were seven which the commanders of squadrons re-
ported would have been secized as contravening the imperial decrees.
Proceedings were commenced ; but it does not appear that they were
prosecuted to a termination,

In fact, from a suspicion only, we have stricken those vessels from our
calculitions. Eighteen th.en remained from the first statement, that is to
say, 25 less 7; and thirteen from the second, that is to say, 19 less 6.

There were, in the whole, 31 vessels, which it is certain were burnt or
sunk, without any other motive than to conceal the movements of our
squadrons. Such is the basis of that part of our operations.

V/hat was the value of those vessels? As no legal statement of their
value wasdrawn up, we were compelled to seek it by approximation. Four
of those vessels had been valued by an Imperial Commission, sitting at
Rochefort. The average of these four ships gave asthe value of the ships
dastroyed at sea, 156,735 fr. 9 centimes. This average applied to 31 ships,
produced the sum of 4,858,787 fr. 19 centimes. It is afactthat the commis-
sion were about to reject five of these vessels, solely because the date of
their destruction was not precisely fixed. 1will here remark, that the date
in this case was of noimportance. The date of facts is important, relative
to the application of the decrees of Berlin and Milan, because the question
arises whether they were applied at a proper period ; but with respect to
ships burnt at sea, it matters little whether it was two or three months
sooner or later, provided that it happened during the course of the mari-
time war with England. Consequently, I could not admit the reduction
which your committee introduced. As we are yet too high, I only ask
permission to make the retrenchment at the end of the account.

The second class is composed of vessels seized and confiscated within
the 80 days allowed for the promulgation of the imperial decrees. The
term of 80 days, fixed by the commission of 1830, has been considered as
the least term in which the knowledge of those decrees could be communi-
cated to the other side of the Atlantic. The statements furnished on this
subject are extracted from the archives of the Council of Prizes, contain-
ing all the vessels which were regularly condemned ; and extracts from
the archives of the Secretary of State, comprising a greater number of
vessels, confiscated without any form or process, in virtue of a simple de-
cision of the Cabinet.

This statcment shows 42 vessels seized in the 80 days, one of which had
lost her national character, having been captured hy an English brig.
Another was released.  Forty remained ; of those 40, four were in hallast,
and of a fifth half the cargo only was confiscated. There were then 40
ships and 3R cargoes, and a fraction of a cargo, which I neglect.

So much for the second class. '
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The third class consisted of vessels seized at St. Sebastian, Bilboa,
and at Port Passage, aud were condemned by the retroactive decree of
Rambouillét.

I have had the honor to show to the Chamber already that the decree
of Rambouillét interdicted the entrance of American vessels in the ports
of Franc: for the future, and pronounced the condemnation of those
which had already entered, not only without any opposition from the
French Government, but upon an express invitation of the French autho-
rities. It haz always been admitted that indemnification should be made
for those seizures.

The statements with respect to these were furnished by the Adminis-
tration of the customs which presided at the sales. The statement of the
administration of the customs comprises twenty-eight ships and thirty-
five cargoes. There is a difference between the ships and cargoes, be-
causc the whole of the ships were not sold: the best were selected, and
turned aver to the Marine Department, which transformed them into
national vessels. We omit these seven ships, although placed in the service
of France, so that we count only twenty-eight ships and thirty-five cargoes.

The fourth class comprises condemnations subsequent to the 1st No-
vember, 1810, that is to say, posterior to the repea‘l of the decrces of
Berlin and Milan. These cases have never been coutcsted. It is im-
possible not to acknowledge that indemniffcation is due for confiscation
made in virtue of decrees which no longer cxisted.

With respect to these, there has been a difference of opinion between
the Government and your committee. The disagreement is as follows:
Upon a first list were placed the ships which had been seized and con-
fiscated since the 1st of November, 1810. There is no difficulty on this
point, but there were ships seized anterior to the 1st November, 1810,
and condemned posterior to that date. .

The commission of 1830 had been of opinion to reject the last; to de-
termine from the date of seizure, and not from the date of confiscation.
We thought this method of proceeding extremely rigorous, and that at
least it should be from the 23d April, 1811; that is to say, from the
period when the French Government declaved itself fully satisfied with
its relations with the Government of the United States; from the
time when the Government of the United States were placed in a state
of semi-hostility to England upon the demand of the French Govern-
ment.  There was no longer sufficient reason to continue a system of re-
prisals, when the motive no longer existed in the resolutions of the
American Government, and which never had, in their actions, for there
had not been a single French vessel confiscated in America.

We had then preseated, as a subdivision of the second class, the ships
seized anterior to the 1st November, 1810, but condemned posterior to
the 28th April, 1811.  Your committee have rejected those ships, and I
have heard, not without surprise, orators from this tribune reproaching
it for having admitted them,  Without doubt they had not read the report
with sufficient attention. Although we considered it just, yet I do not
insist upon the subdivision ; | only wish to make the retrenchment in
the sum total,

The amount of the whole we find to be ninety-threc ships and ninety-
#ix cargoes. In order to value these ninety-threc shipy and ninety-six
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cargoes, we have adopted the mean of the sales which were made at Ba-
yonne of the thirty-five cargoes and twenty ships. This was the only
ground afforded us for estimating the value of the ninety-three ships and
ninety-six cargoes. The average of the sales made at Bayonne gives the
sum of 221,482 fr. 20 c. as the price of a ship and cargo, which, multi-
plied by the number of ships, amounts to 21,223,021 fr. 25 c.; add for the
ships destroyed at sea 4,854,787 fr. 19 c., giving for the total amount of
the four classes, 26,081,819 (r. 2 c.

In striking off the twelve ships spoken of above, and the five destroy-
ed at sea, there will be a deduction of 3,225,140 fr. 45 ¢.; we then ob-
tain a sum total of 22,856,688 fr. 57 c¢. 1 declare my belief that this
amount cannot be attacked with a shadow of reason. Is this all, gentle-
men?  Certainly not, and I admit it must be my fault that | did not ex-
plain myself with suflicient clearness before the committee so as to give
them all my ideas.

I had pointed out three orders of facts entering among the classes
formed by the commissioners of 1830, and which have not been mention-
ed in the report of your committee. Those three orders of facts are,
first, of the ships scized at Antwerp in 1807 ; secondly, of the ships seized
in Holland in 1809; and, thirdly, of the custom-house duties paid on the
seized ships.

I ask permission of the Chawber to explain these facts in the first
place, and then to express iny opinion.

Seven vessels entered at Antwerp in the first months of 1807 ; the de-
cree of Berlin was then in force ; the deecree of Milan had not been
promulgated, it was dated the 17th December of the same year. These
ships had touched in England ; that was their erime. According to the
terms of the decree of Berlii, they were liable to expulsion, but not to
confiscation ; nevertheless, they were seized ; subsequently, their declara-
tions having been found to be true, the consignees were pernitted to
send away the vessels, but the cargoes were detained under the pretext
that they might be English property, and that an investigation was to be
made. To save the cargoes from destruction, they were sold, and the pro-
ceeds deposited in the public office appropriated to that object. A trial
took place, and it was established upon that trial that the cargoes belonged
to Americans, and were not English property.

‘The consignees claimed the value of these cargoes. They were not
told that the‘y did not belong to them, but they were put off with evasive
answers, For two years the procceds were locked up in the publie
chest; then came the deerce of Trianon, which directed that all the pro-
ceeds of American property, so deposited, should be paid into the public
Treasury, in retaliation for the non-intercourse law ; that is to suy, that the
proceeds of the cargoes should be subjected to the ex post facto decree
of Trianon, and that they were condemned in retaliation for an act of
the American Government, passed two years afterwards. These cases
are included in that class in which the imperial decrees have been con-
sidered retronctive. The custom-housc informs us that the price of the
cargoes amounted to 3,360,392 fr. 20 e,

Let us now look at the casc of the ships scized in Holland, which is
not less strange.  These ships arrived in tnc ports of Holland in the he-
ginning of 1810 ; they came dircet from the United States, had not
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touched in England, had encountered no English cruisers. The decrees
of Beslin and Milan could not he applied to them: nor were they ap-
plied. The ships were left at the disposition of the consignees, the
eargoes were landed in Holland, and stored till the payment of duties.

The treaty of the 15th March, 18i0, was then concluded, by which
the French Government stipulated to restore all the American property
in the hands of the Government in Hoiland. These cargoes never were
restored ; they were sold, snd the procceds placed in deposite. After-
wards came l{e decree of Trianon; by virtue of it, these cargoes were
eondemned, against which there had not been the stightest accusation.

The price of these cargoes amounted to the sum of 1,550,576 fr. 41 c.
which, added to the sumsalready enumerated, gives a total of 27,767,639 fr
18 centimes.

There remains another consideration, viz. the duties which were paid
upon the confiscated cargoes; and it appears to me difficult to oppose
any argument to the restitution of those duties. A custom-house duty is
a deduction from the profit of the merchant who introduces merchandise.
Therefore, there are no duties to be levied upon confiscated cargoes ; and
nevertheless it is what happened to the vessels seized at Bayonne ; re-
ceived as friends, treated as such during a whole year, they had paid the
dutics ; after these duties were paid, the cargoes were confiscated. We
now return them not their full vzlue, but the half or the third of the ori-
ginal cost at the port of departure. 1t would have been difficult in a ne-
gotiation to pass over such acts.

The duties paid for the ships confiscated at Bayonne and Antwerp
amount, for the first, to 8,223,935 francs 57 centimes, and for the second,
to 5,875,668 francs I8 centimes, which, added to the other calculations
which I have submitted already, make an aggregate of 41,756,292 francs
22 centimes

Such is the result of the bases established by Napoleon, by all the
ministers of the Restoration, and by the commission of 1830. Upon these
data the Minister of Foreign Affairs had to negotiate. I add, that if any
one believes these valuations to have been exaggerated, he is grossly de-
ceived. Do you know, gentlemen, at what price each ship is valued ?
At 13,000 francs. 1 ask whether a vessel for a fishing or a coasting
voyage would not be valued at a higher price than that. With respect
to the valuation of cargoes, an attentive observation is only necessary to
compare the duties paid by the ships seized at Bayonne, with the esti-
mate of their cargo. The duties amounted to eight millions, and the
cargoes to 7,293,260 francs, that is to say, the cargoes were not sold for a
price equal to the duties paid. It was by these facts that the Minister
of Foreign Affairs of France was governed.

1 say, then, that if the American minister had been possessed of the
srinciples settled by the French Government, not by the Government of

uly only, but by every Government which had ruled in France for fifteen
years—settled by the cemmission of 1830 itself ; if he had abandoned all
the claims which those principles excluded ; if he had adopted entirely
the system of the minister with whom he treated, and only required the
liquidation to be made on the basis setticd by the Government itsclf, we
should have arrived a: a result of not less than forty millions.

And it is because the French negotiator had the wisdom and address,
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{ not speaking of myself, I can say the wisdom and address) to shift the
«uestion, to disengage himsell from ihe precedents which hud been im-
posed on him, and to make this question an amicable one, onc of good
faith, of reason, and of good sense ; to take into consideration the general
circumstances in which he was placed after a lapse of time ; to make, in
good faith, the best of a bad bargain, by which a debt kas been reduced to
twenty-five millions, which, had it been liquidated in conformity to the
principles settled by the commission, would have amounted to forty mil-
lions; it is after this, we are told, that the Government has sacrificed the
interests of the country ; for myself, | declare, there is something want-
ing to this reproach, which may be found in the treaty, viz. justice and
reason.

M. Bigyon. I demand the floor.

Tue MinisTER or ForeleN Arratrs. | now proceed to the second
portion of the treaty—to the Louisiana question. ‘The Chamber under-
stauds it already.

The Chamber knows that we claim for our vessels the same treatment
as American vesscls in the ports of our ancient colony, inasmuch as the
English have obtained that treatment but on condition of reciprocity.

The Chamber knows that the American Government answered, ¢ If
you consider that treatment upor the condition of reciprocity a favor, we
offer it to you ; you will not accept it; then, by your own admission, it is
not a favor, and you have no right to it.”

The Chamber knows, in fact, that we claim the advantage without
making any return; we ask for national treatment without reciprocity.

On which side were right and reason?

It matters little at the present day.

The American Government in effect has yiclded this point. It has re-
cognised the right of France ; whether the acknowledgment has been
induced by conviction, by their being weary of the controversy, or from
any other motive, is indifferent ; it is acknowledged, since they offer to
redeem it with an equivalent.

The only question then to be settled, and which is not difficult of ex-
planation, is, whether the equivalent is a full remuneration.

What advantage would result to the French commerce from the privi-
leges we claim, founded upon the cighth article of the treaty of Louisiana ?
It is that no discriminating duties will exist on French shipping.  What
may be the amount of the diseriminating duty levied upon French ships in
all the ports of the Union, those of Louisiana included ? The duty is
of five francs per ton by the convention of the 24th June.

What should we gain by it? That depends on the numbe. and the
size of the ships admitted into the ports of Louisiana.

I have directed a statement to be prepared of the number anc  nnage
of vessels admitted into the ports of Louisiana, leaving intervals :tween
the years, for the sake of greater precision.

There entered the ports of Louisiana,

in the year 1818, 29 vessels, of 7,250 tous.

1824, - 6 . - 1,817
1828, - 8 . - 2,671
1830, - 4 . - 1,096
1831, - 1 . - 1,040
1832, - 15 . - 8561
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The amount of the average duty paid is 14,102 franes 50 centimes. It
was not s0 vexatious as to require much notice.

Now what advantage should we reap? I must here first remark, that
the French commerce with Louisiana is at least stationary, if not declin-
ing, for, in 1828, twew. -nine French vessels cntered the ports of 1 sui-
siuna, and, in 1831, only scven.

The benelit we are to enjoy is a reduciion in the Juties upon wines. Our
commerce in wines with the United States is in a steady and regular in-
crease.  Tlus our expoitations of wines amounted

in 1828, to - - - - 2,573,466 frauca.
1829, - . - - 4,509,093 ‘e
1850, - - . - 4,948,632
1831’ - - - e 5'570,378
1852, - - - - 5,295,549

If we take as the basis of our calculation, the year 1832, which is not
the highest, there were imported into America 1,600,000 gallons, equal to
6,000,000 litres, French measure; on which, at a mean duty of 17 cents,
an amount of 1,200,000 francs was paid. In 1834, invirtue of the reduc--
tion, made by the terms of the very treaty which we are now discussing,
supposing that our commzrce has not augmented, taking the ycar 1832as a
rule. and the wines being tuxed at the rate of 7§ cents, they would not
nay mare than 80,000 dollars, equal to 400,006 francs. Here then is an
advantage of 800,000 france per annum,

1t is true, and I readily adiit it, that there is not an exact parity in the
cases, inasmuch as the advauntage resulting from the treaty of Louisiana was
perpetual, while the diminution: of dutics which the treaty accords to us is
only for ten years. But the disproportiou is so great that this considera-
tion is of nv importance.

In fuct, what will have happened at the end of ten years, supposing
things to remain as they are? The Freuch commerce will have been
benchited ten times 800,000 frauncs, that is to say, eight millions, whilst,
upon the other hypothesis, it would be benefited ten times 14,000 francs,
that is to say, 140,000 francs, It therefore would require six or seven
centuries fopr the latter to equal the former.

If we are told that the French commerce will increase in the ports of
Louisiana, we cau reply, the commerce in wines will also increase in the

orts of the United States, and that there is a greater likeliliood of the
atier than of the former.

1believe then, that,in relation to the sccond por: 'n of the treaty, the
advantage is wholly on the side of French commerco.

I hiave only a word further to say upon the question ot ‘rench claim:,
and the duty upon cottons.

Respecting the French claims—since 1814, the Government has never
ceased urging those demands, and calling upon all those interested to bring
them forward, and make them known at the Department of Foreign
Affairs,

T'hese claims are 81 in number ; and it should here be stated, that all
those mentioned in the handhills which have been printed and circulated
about the Chamber for the last two days, were comprised in this number.
These claims were submitted to the commission of 1830. Four only were
found to be susceptible of admission in a diplomatic transaction,

In cflect, gentlemen, there are many claims which may be founded in
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right, but for the decision of which application may be made to the proper
tribunals in the United States. They are questions of property, which are
not to be setcled diplomatically.

‘I'he commission of 1830 reduced those claims to four, and the sum
total of these four only amounts to onc million and fifty odd thousand
franes. 'Ths Guvernment belicving that the commission had been some-
what too rigorous, felt it their duty to interest themselves in favor of some
other of the claims which appeared most worthy of their iuterference.
They obtained 1,500,000 francs ; and I darc assert that it is enough, and
more than will be required to satisfy all the claimants for whose rights
stipulations can be made in a treaty.

The question relative to cottons is plain. The difference of duty between
long staple and short staple cottons was created by the law of 1816, and
did not cxistin 1814 ; at that time the difference of duty corvesponded
to the differcnce of value between the two species of cottons, and it was
that which justified it. Since that time the art of spirning has been so much
improved that the difference in value has disappeared ; hence, a diference
in duty came to be regarded as an absurdity, which ought to be nbolished.
Memorials were presented on this subject by French merchants. Ina
treaty which the French Government made with Brazil, in 1826, an
equality of duties was stipulated on long and short staple cottons, and in a
law presented in 1829, it was proposed, on the part of the customs, tn
equalize the duties upon the two species of cottons.  When, therefore, at the
moment of signing the treaty of 1831, the American negotiation requested
that cqualization of duties which the French Government had itself pro-
posed, there was no possible reason for refusing.

In the commencement, gentlemen, of this long, peruaps too long dis-
course, I asserted that the treaty was based upon right and equity; I
believe 1 hiave proved it ; indemnification is duz to American ship owners;
we may discuss the amount, or the facts; we may debate upon this or that
application ; but we cannot discuss the gruuml of right.

I have taken it upon me cqually (o advance that this treaty was based
upon equity and reason, 1 believe I have proved that the sum granted by
the bill is lower, much lower, than would have been attained by a rigorous
adjustment, scttled upon the principles professed by the French Govern-
ment itself, at all times, It is then true that both negotiations have taken
into accouniall that a lapse of time could retrench from the amount of such
claims.

I have said, in fine, that this treaty was based upon the reciprocal inte-
rests of the two contractin% countries. But a word, a word more, ({ am
already much fatigued,) will suffice to explain my thought.

It deponds upon yuu, gentlemen, to render this treaty null and void,

I ask pardon of the Chamber. I have spoken very long, and am ex-
hausted with fatigue. It depends upon you, gentlemen, to ronder this
treaty null and of no forco : it depends upon you to reject the law which is
before you. Here, on this side the Atlantic, it is mercly a matter of black
and white balls for voting ; but permit me to assure you that it does not
depend on you to make the Government of the United Btates accept your
decision.  The power of dcrriving them of the natural means they possess
of paying themselves with their own hands dues not rest with your control.

’;‘ho exports of France for the year 1831 amount to 424,209,754 france
Of this value our exports to the United States amount to 110,351,696
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francs. You conscquently perceive that the United States absorh more
than one-fourth of our whale foreign commerce. )

It will not be necessary to add a great many centimes upon the duties
now. collected upon an amount of such value, to place aunually at the
disposition of the Government of the United States the sum of 4,600,000
francs.

The question is not, then, whether France shall pay the stipulated sum,
but what Frenchmen shall pay it; whether it be taken from the general
treasury, to which all contribute, or paid by the manulacturers of 1.yons,
the merchants of Bordeaux, by that portion of the French commerce and
industry which maintain habitual relations with the Uinited States.

To impose a burder. exclusively upon oue portion of our commerce and
industry, would be revolting injustice, for the damage was caused by the
French Government ; that is to say, by the representative of the taxable
inhabitants gewerally. Amother equally great absurdity, permit me to
say, would follow ; for, pracecding by increasing their tariff, the Ameri-
can Government would be Jed to impose restrictions upen French indus-
try, productive of infinitely greater injury than the amount of the sum
collected.  The ordirary result of high tarifts is to restrict and limit the
markets.

You have been, inteed, told that you have not this result to fear ; that
the American Government will view, with a tranquil eye, with entive
want of interest, and without any sentiment of displeasure, the rejection
and annulment of the treaty in debate.

You have been toid that they would remain passive spectators of the
result. I am under the impression that the foreteliers of such events have
not attentively read the debates which took place two years since in the
Coungress of the United States; that they have not attentively read the
annual messages of the President of that republic.  If they had read them,
I am convinced tha: their confidence, in this respect, would have been
-much weakened. ’

In order to prove to you that the Amervican tariff was [ramed only with
A view {o American intevests, and not relating to ours, the question of
silks has been cited. The illustration is not happy. It is true that the
Americao Government, by a general measure, reduced the duties upon the
silks of France simultancously with thosc of China, viz. the first from 22

r cent. to 5 per cent., and the latter from 56 per cent. to 10 per cent.

ut it should have been added, that thie result of this double reduction dis-
turbed the established proportiou between the duties upon the two kinds of
ailk, and the effect produced was the almost entire exclusion of . ..
silks from the markets of the United States.

What have we dene 7 We have asvailed ourselves of the treaty you are
now debating ; and, advancing those important considerations which re-
sult from its existence, and from the nature of the relations which It esta-
blishes between the two Governments, we solicited the restoration of the
proportion. ,

The Government of the United States listened to us, and, at our re-
quest, they hastened to reduce the duties upon Fronch silks, even to the

int of admitting (hem free of duty, stjll maintaining the duties which had

m established upon the silks of China.

I aught to inform the Chamber, upon the declaration of persons skilled

in thowe matters, that, upon the continuance of this difference, which we
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have obtained by reason of this treaty, will he decided the admission of
French silks in the mavkets of the United States, or their exclusion from
them. " Much sensation in the Chamber. ] <

It will be unnecessary for me to dwell upon considerations of public
order, which are inseparable from the yuestion. I will only observe to
the Chamber, that if, by a decision which I must be permitted to call de-
plorable, there should be suddenly produced any great discouragement in
many branches of our industry, any great disturbance in our foreign mar-
kets, it would multiply considerably the chances of disorder in our coun-
try : and that the least of these inconveniencies would oblige us to do {or
Bourdeaux. for Lyons, and for other citics, what we have been compelled
toda for La Vendée, to increase our military establishment. [ slight agi-
tation in the Chamber.] It would nat be necessary that this increase should
be very great to absorb the saving which is proposed for the reliel of the
tax-payers. "Murmurs more distinctly pronounced.]

Gentlemen, onc of the honorable members said, in corcluding his
speech, ¢ do you believe that if the treaty of 1831 was yet to be made,
4 minister could be found who would consent to sign it > My reply will
we very short, and very plain. 1 believe that treaty to be just ; I believe
it to be wise. 1 accept, in all that concerns me personally, the responsi-
bility bequcathed me by my predecessor.  As to the responsibility for
events and consequcnces, from this moment forward, gentlemen, it is not
upon our head that it rests. Oue task is finished ; yours commences. |Loud
signs of approbation followed this speech of the Minister of Foreign Affuirs.]

TrE PRESIDENT.

M. Berryer has the floor.

M. BERRYER.

M. Bignon wishes to reply to something which concerns him person-
ally.

M, Bi:~ox.

After the discourse which you have just heard, the ingenuity of whick
I admire, although I cannot approve of the conclusions, the deputy from
Andelys entreats the Chamber to extend to him their indulgence,

Before 1 enter upon the question, I must recur to a circumstance to
which the minister adverted during the sitting of the Chamber on Friday
last.  He repeated an asgsertion which I had made, and which lie consi-
dered incorrect,  There was an crvor of language on my part, but the
idea was true. [ «aid the minister was tardy in presenting his bill, I
should have said that the debate on the bill Lad been deferred, and that
this delay was the work of the ministry,

When the bill was brought to the Clamber, for the first time, if I
am well informed, the committee were astonished at the refusal of the
minister to supply the documents which thee requested; amd no re-
nort wag made upon it. At the following ses a1 the bill was presented
somewhat later.  If the minister had truly attached any importance to an
carly discussion of the Jaw, I lere declare that the Cliamber would have
taken up the matter immediately. If the discussion has not taken place,
it is because it was not desived. " Murmyrs.] Geutlemen, when we d.e»
Jiberate upon burdening *he nation with a contribution of twenty-five mil-
lions, the question should not remaia long nndecided. On that subject the
minority and majority perfectly agree. ‘Il delay which has occursed,
then, does not attach to us, ’
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In lisiening to the inister, Tavow that I was much surprised at hear-
ing such a speech uttered by a French Minister of Forcign Affairs ; his
language would better have suited an American minister.

I'have alway: thought that, under all forms of Government, whether re-
publican, imperial, or royal, the intercst of France was always the same :
but the minister has judged otherwise. e hase ransacked the archives of
his department for the discovery of wrongs inflicted by the Imperial Go-
vernment. Docs he suppose that if we could pene(rate the cabinets of
foreign nations, and examine their avchives, all their vesolutions v:ould be
found just, frank and irreproachable 2 He does not believe it.  In his
reflections he has suffered the moralist and the philosopher to supersede
the statesman. Gentlemen, it is not possible to fullow the minister through.
out the long course of his explanations. It will be suflicient for re to re-
ply to the principal points of his discourse,

On Saturday last, one of the positions I assumed was, that the losses of
the Americans had been amply compensated by the immensity of their
profits. ‘The minister says that the profits of a part de not compensate
for the losses of the remaindcr.  Thatis true ; but it was one of those un-
avoidable calamities which nations, placed between great belligerent Pow-
ers, must cudure, Under such circumstances, they should ivdemnify
their own citizens. They are rich cnough to do it. 'The Americaus have
the ways and means in abundance.

Since the minister has again dwelt on the severity of the Berlin decree,
be obliges me to return to the dewonstration made by the Americans them-
selves, that the English decidedly took the lead in those measures. In
1810 the American Government wrote to Mr. Pinkney, their minister
in Loudon, to urge wpon the British ministry ¢ the revocation of the illegal
blockade of the French poris, declared anferior 1o the decree of Berliny?
as a step towards the ulterior demand of the revocation of that decree.

s It i3 impossible,” continued the Federal Government, ¢ o sustain,
that a blockade, such as that of May, 1806, of the whoie coust, from the Elbe
to Brest, that is, declured four years ago, without ever having been execuled,
or atlempted to be execuled by a naval force, can be in conformity with ihe
laws of nations, or compatible with the rights of nentrals.”

The British Cabinet insisting that the blockade existed, inasmuch as
they had it in their power to enfofce it, the Federal Government veplied :
« If it were admitted that a suflicient force, from the very fact of ity exist-
ence, be susceptible of being applied to this particular object, we see evi-
dently how absurd it is to confound the power of doing the thing with
the reality of the action.  'The absurdity of such reasoning is manifest ; a
port bleckaded by sea without a ship before it, is a contradiction of terms,
as well as n violation of Jaw and common sense.”  This is not my lan-
guage ; it iy the Janguage of the American Government, It appears to
me that the argument iy unanswerable,  Whatever applies to the decree
of Berlin, is equally applicable to all the measuves successively adopted by
their Government,

A great part of the ministee’s speech was intended to establish the fact
that indemnification was due, without determining the amount. Upan
that point we agreo with him perfectly, and I declared no at the beginning
of the debate.

The minister has thought proper to indulge bimself in some ironical
remarks upon the comparison which I deew between the relative situations
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of France and the American Guvernment at the conclusion of the war of
1814. [ admire wit under many circumstances : but I think it ill-timed,
when so grave a question is under debate. 1 doubt thiat it would prove
acceptable te the tax-payers.

The point upon which the minister most strenuously insisted, was, the
commercial advantages given in exchange for these secured to us by the
treaty of Louisiana.

Gentlemen, I will not repeat what [ have said relative to the motives
which induced the Americans to make the concessions which they appear
to have made. But as they adopted those measures for themselves, they
will continue them for their own interests.  Those interests the Federal
Government understands marvellously well ; let us take care of our own.

If the American Government should determine upon any rigorous mea-
sures towards us, we have it in our power to rvetaliate. In the treaty of
1822, the French Government consented to a sort of reciprocity upon the
tonnage of French and Amevican ships,

That clause has been very advantageous to the United States, as their
navigation .is conducted more economically than vurs. 'Their ships fill
our harbors. Few French vessels go to the United States. I, therefore,
which I do not believe however, the American Government should mani-
fest any unfavorable dispositions towards us, retaliation is prompt and
easy ; inay it please Heaven to avert such an event ! For my own part, [
have too much confidence in the wisdom and ability of the American Go-
vernment, ever to believe in the necessity.

Gentlemen, whatever the Minister of Foreign Affairs may have said,
the question is divided into two principal pavts : fivst, the origin of the
pecuniary disputes hetween the United States and France ; and, sccondly,
the payments which have been agrecd upon.

The pecuniary dispute orviginated from the great measure adopted in
1803, antl agreed upon between the two countries for the independesnice of
the flag. From the moment that the American Government ceased to cause
its flag to be respected by the English, they hud no right to demand that it
should be respected by IFrauce.

The Federal Government submitted to every species of violence which
the English Government chose to inflict,  On the other haud its profits
were immense.  The profits were for them ; the losses for us. They ought
not in conscience to be so avaricions.

The minister pretends that the argument I used, showing that the
Americans Nad indemnified themsclves, was not admissible, and carvied
with it its own refutation,

[ beg pardon of the minister : if the Einperor Napoleon had not fallen
in 1814, he could with justice have said to the Americans—your commerce
with France is now prosecuted only on certain couditions : yon are at war
with England : [maintain, with respeet to,you, existing conditions, and I
will not repeal them until these claimy, about whicl you ave so importu-
nate, arc settled between us—the American Government would have yield-
ed, and the claims would have been cancelled.

This leads me to the observation of the minister prelative to the cighty
licenses, which he thinks could not be estimated at less than eighty mil-
318 He has supposcd the price of each of these licenses at a million,
- t-lat they could not in general be more than half a million francs, wh'ch
would reduce the sum to forty millions, It should be further remarked,
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that ‘vhen the Americans demanded to be paid thus with licenses, they cn-
gaged at the same time to import into the United Stat~s from France or
Italy, an amount cqual to the procceds of the merchandise imported in
virtue of the licenses. Here is a capital point, an important consideration
for estimating the indemnification.

We see, from this, that the Americans at that time did not extend their
claims higher than twenty or twenty-five millions. It was the Emperor
who decided not to grant thuse licenses, because he perceived that this
mode of indemuification would give rise to shameful speculationsy incom-
patible with the dignity of the two countries.

Gentlemen, I have not contested the principle of indewnnification, I
have read with attention the report of the commissioq of 1851—1I found it
well and skilfully drawn up. In it I recognised the sentiments of wise
and conscientious men, who had reduced our debt to its just value. 1
think the swn of twelve millions would suflice to pay w hat is justly due to
the Gr s ~rnment of the United States. 1 conclude this discourse, therefore,
as I did my former one,

M. BegriYER.

Gentlemen: I ask pardon of the Chamber for prolonging this discussion ;
but I could not resist the desire of submitting some observations, which
are called for by the speech of the Minister of Foreign Affairs. Reason
and equity have been invoked in defence of the treaty before you, to which
the bill now submitted is intended to give sanction.  Itappears to me that,
as regards cquity and reason, there are many other considerations which
attach to the facts which the minister has stated with so much ingenuity,
but upon which he does not scem to have pondered at all,

The history ef diplomatic retaiions, duriug the course of thirty years of
hostilities, undoubtedly presents a long succession of acts of violence and
animosity : but one reflection, of much force, arises from the speech of the
Hon, M. Bignon, delivered at a previous sitting of the Chamber. Itis,
that in the midst of all the calamities of the belligerent Powers, in the
midst of the depredaticns under the orders in council, or under the imperial
decrees of Berlin, Milan, and Rambouillét, a Power exists in the world,
which, notwithstanding the calamitics of all others, Las gone on regularly
increasing aud prospering,

This Power is that of the United Siates, with theirterritory considerably
augmented, extending to the Pacific Ocean; their rivalship’ with the
maritime force of England happily sustained and incrensing.  Such is the
spectacle offered us by the United States; and in the mean time, it is to the
subjects of this Power that we are now to determine what indemnification
France shall allow. This gencral consideration, which lias been presented
by M. Bignon, appears to me of a naturo to muke an itnpression upon all
minds, in a question which may be reduced, after all, to one of equity and
reason; but Iet us return to facts.

The minister, in reviewing the period between 1793 and 1800, lias no-
ticed those outrages committed in violation of the law of nations, and of the
rules adiitted by nations with respect to mavitime vights, It is very true
that during that period, measures unheard of were adopted by the French
Government, and neutral rights constantly invaded. "The Directory even
carried things o far s to brenk the happy alliance with the United
Btates, which was the fruits of the generous Jmllcy of Louls XYI.  But in
1800 the Government passed into abler hands, and becmne animated with
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a better spirit.  The treaty of September, 1800, was then formed, which
only re-established between the two Powers a recognition of the common
rules of right,

Relative to the claims of neutrals, or to the depredations which they
had suffcred, nothing was said, or at feast nothing was done.  This treaty
showed that the subject would be discussed at a future period.

‘Three years elapscd. Peace had been attempted in the intervening
period. It was even concluded ; but that peace, you know, was only a
truce. Lhe First Consul was cager to effect political objects, which he was
probably svon obliged to abandon, in ovder to conclude an arrangement
with Spain respecting therights of France to Louisiana. Scarcely was he
invested with this right—he had not even obtained possession—when he
understood that his pusition was different, and felt that it would be impos.
sible to preserve to France the magnificent territory of New Orleans. He
said to his council, that it would be folly to persist in the idea of its pre-
servation ; that it was evident, from the situation of the two Powers, Kng-
land could easily obtain possession of our posts in Louisiana by a single
hostile movement, and that it was absolutely necessary to survender them
to satisfy the demands made by ihe Government of the Uuited States,
which claimed the free navigation of the Mississippi, and the port of New
Orleans. I will do more, said he; I will give the whole colony. The
Emperor spoke thus, in the belief of the increasing prosperity of the United
States, and of the advantages which a good understanding between France
and that uztion would some day produce {o French commerce.

The treaty of 1803 tullowed, wherein, yielding cvery satisfaction requir-
ed by the United States, exceeding that even, he abaudoned to them not
only all they ashed, but the possession of Louisiana, for the sum of 80 mil-
lions, of which 20 millions were assignedd t.. indemnify the citizeus of the
United States for spoliations committed during the preceding period.

This treaty, besides the special stipulation for 80 millivus, contained
two clauses, arts. 7 and 8, for the advantage of France,

Art. 7 stipulated that, for the period of twelve ycars, the vessels of
France should be admitted in the ports of the Union upon the same footing
as American vessels, Art. 8 stipulated (hat, after the lopse of twelve
years, French vessels should be received, forever, as the minister has said,
in the ceded territorics, upon the footing of the most favored nations.  This
was briefly said in terminating his speech, and the minister appeared to
attach but little importance to ihe stipulations in art. 8, aflecting the
Frencl commerce.  He has contemptasusly placed them in contrast
with the 5th article of the treaty of 1831, whicl regulates the tariff for the
introduction of the wines of France in the ports of the Uaion; he has
shewn their disproportion : and that it would requive six or seven centuries
to obtain, by the exccution of the 8th article, the advantages which will
be derived in ten years frem the exceution of the 5th article of the treaty
of 1831, I believe I understond him corvectly. ‘

1 will reply hevealter to this point 3 but at present I must assert that the
congequences of the treaty of 1803 were not so lightly appreciated at the
time when (hat treaty was formed. Animated debates took place in Con-
grcss when the question way agitated, whether the treaty should be rati-

ed, and whether they should give to President Seferson the necessary
powersy to ratify it
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The envoys of the Tuited States at Paris, Mr. Livingston and Mr.
Monroe who had been specially associated with him, represented the im-
portant consequences of the execution of the 8th article of the pro
treaty, and declared that the United States were giving immense advan-
tages to France,

‘The correspondence relative to these negotiations has been published in
America; cvery member of the Scnate was posscssed of it.  'We do not
enjoy this advantage in France. Our committees reccive some communi-
catiors ; but it is impossible for the members of the Chamber, who are not
of the committee, to acquire an exact knowledge of facts. We are also
compelled to be silent relative to details, and to argue upon general consi-
derations from authentic documents.

1 come to what is public. In 1803 Bonaparte said, ¢ By the cession of
Louisiana, I maintain the stability of the United States; I guaranty their
strength ; and [ succeed in creating upon the ocean a formidable rival to
England, which soener or later will humble her pride.”

On the other side, Mr. Livingston said, in his note, «¢ that as France,
by the 8th article of the treaty, acquires the right to L2 treated in our ports
as the most favored Power, she will have in truth the advantages of the
colony of Louisiana without the expense.”” ‘This is the language of Mr.
Livingston’s note—assertions which, in the conferences that ensued, were
not refuted,

I recall these facts for the purpose of showing what is true, that neither
in France nor America, in a long course of ycars, has so little importance
ever been attached to the execution of the 8th article, as the Minister of
Foreign Affairs appears to attach to-day. However it may be, let us see
what acts followed the treaty of 1800, by which principles had been set-
tled, and bonds had been formed, for uniting more closely the Government
of the United States to France. The acts which followed contradict noto-
riously the noble professions of the principles of the trcaty of 1800, 1 will
not recapitulate the succession of acts cither of England, France, or the
United States; but it was in the midst of this geneval conflagration, that
the Americans obstinately persisted in directing their vessels to the ports
of France, or to the countries occupied by the French armies.  You must
have felt the force of the observation made by the Minister of Foreign Af-
fairs. In retaliation for the decrees of Milan and Berlin, and to protect
their subjects, they passed the embargy act, hoping thus to cscape the
double danger with which they appeared to be menaced by the English
orders in council and the imperial decrecs,

The commercial advantages for the United States were so considerable,
in consequence of the enormous price which the products of America com-
manded on the Continent, that you find the subjects of the States of the
Union disobeying the laws of their own country, Naotwithstanding the
embargo in all the ports of the Union, which interdicted the sailing of
ships, you find these ships lannching forth and carrying their merchandise
to every part of the globe, T am therefore not surprised that they should
expose themselves to the decisions of the Knglish tribunals, or to the cffect
of the imperial decrees of France, 1 can comprehend the powerful charm
which enticed them to vun the chances.  And when the American Governe.
ment understood that the embargo law, which appeared to be a measure
of wisdom to protect their own subjects, did not restrain them, and that
the great profits enticed them to run every risk between the belligerent
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Powers, they enacted the won-intercourse laww; and you have seen, not.
withstanding this formal prohibition to Americans, made by their Govern-
meut, to carry on any commerce cither with France or Englam), or to
import into the United States any of the prosluctions of France or England,
yet they persisted, for the interest of their commercial speculations, and to
obtain the great profits of a good voyage, which might cover several bad
ones, violated the law of non-inlercourse.

Upon the poiat of equity, M. Bignon has told you, that when we treat
with a State, we should take into comsideration commercial operations

encrally, and before we make the people of France pay twenty-five mil-

ions tu the Awericans, we should examine the true position of the Ameri-
can Governmeut.  Profits were so considerable, that, in spite of both the
acts of their own Government, the Americans encountered the risk of two
or three unfor{unate voyages, to cover by ore successful one, tho two or
threc preceding failures. M. Bignon was then correct in apposing to the
losses which were artayed on one side, the enormous profits which had
becn realized on the other.

It has becn said that those who were the sufferers by the confiscation or
destruction of their vessels were not indemnified for their losses by the
profits which others rcaped in other voyages; that is very pussible; but
we are not now in treaty with individuals in arbitration between
France and cach of the citizens of the United States. The intention even
of the treaty is uot to pay the indemnification judicially and individually
awarded to each of the complaining parties of the United States ; but we
are debating a treaty with tlhe American Governmnent which provides for
payment to them of a sum of money which they will divide among the
claimants.

The question being considered under this general point of view, as be-
tween State and State, and as a question of good faith and equity, in the
midst of all these ontrages, when the Amevicans had been led to brave them
by the thirst of gain, with the certainty that the success of a single enter-
prise would cover the loss of several, does cquity demand that indemnifica.
tion should be made to the American merchants ?

It is asscrted that, after these dates, viz. 1807, 1809, 1810, and 1811,du-
ving which things were in this situation, the Americans pursuing upon the
ocean their hazardous enterprises, the hinperial Government was animated
with favorable dispositions to the United States. "That, upon the arrival
of Mr. Barlow in France, negotiaticns werc commenced ; that reports
were made to the Emperor; reports, in which, without naming a definite
sum, & disposition was manifested to do justice to the claims of Americans
who had been injured in consequence of the general measures which the
Emperor had been compelled to adopt during the war against England ;
and that thirteen millions might be an equitable indemnification[d Mem-
ber, ¢ Eighteen millions /] I am aware that it was stated that the sum
might be raised as a greater favor to eighteen millions ; but that named in
1812 was only thirteen millions,

[ will not attack the policy of 1812, Neverthieless, we should bear in
mind the civcumstances in which the Imperial Government was placed, be-
fore we condemn ourselves, as il there had emanated frow this Government
a posifive I‘CC()%lliﬁm) of the justice of the claim of the Americans, and as
it a report made to the Emperor upon some possible indemnification was
an cngagement fur France to pay it.
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What was the position of ihe Emperor and of the United States ? War
had been declaved between.the United States and England. 'This war
was prosecuicd with great vigor. 'L'he Fn 'inh enterprise agrinst New
Orleans was in prepacation, It was imp ctam ! .~ i 7 of Napoleon,
whese vast genius moved the destinies ot the whe'¢ worlu, ‘o sustain the
United States in their hostility to England, I can very weil understand
why, in 1812, the Emperor flatteed the hopes of the Americans with the
possbility of a sacrifice of thirtecen millions, to satisfy their claims, whether
well or il founded. I can understand that he wmight have made this
sacrifice ~oluntarily, in order to secure steadiness of intention on the part
of the Unite; States against England, with which he was struggling at
that per.od.

‘Thus, gentlemen, let us attach to the acts of 1812, to the report esti-
matag the pessible indemnification at thirteen millions, that importance
on}v whici tliey merit on account of the relative pusitions of England and
Nayoleon, ¢ the United States and Napoleon, and of England and the
- niled States.

Those ave the circumstances which enable us to appreciate the true cha-
racte: of the nopes which Napoleon had given to Barlow, and other Ame-
rican ministers. T year 1814 comes round, and every thing suddenly
changes. T'he great Jinglish cxpedition against New Orleans had failed ;
but it was not knowr ai Ghent in December, 1814, that the enterprise had
been unsuccessful. They were then negotiating with the Americans at
g;hent, and a treaty was there concluded between England and the United

ates.

What wers the stipulations, and what were the consequences of this
treaty? They were ennounced, I believe, in the exposition accompanying
the bill which was presented to us & year ago.  They were, that English
vessels shall cujoy the privileges of American, in the ports of the Union
to which was added, that a reciprocity was consented tu by England.

At the close of 1816 the Americans presented a note te the French Go-
vernment. M. de Richelieu, in the noble idea of sceking to establish a
durable harmony amongst all Powers, in his eaccssive desive to exhibit
France fulfilling all just obligations, gave no decision ; but he returned a
favorable answer to the minister of the United States, and intimated that,
under more favorable circumstances, France would do justice to that note.
“Fhis act of M. Kichelicu was an act of Joyalty—the act of an honest man.
In the position of tlie Government, at that time, in the midst of excessive
embarrassments, at the moment when all Europe was pressing upon her,
France was obliged to consent to the enormous indemnifications arising
from the long war of 30 years. M. Richelieu intimated to a friendly Go-
vernment, to 1 Government which owed its existence to the protection of
France, to the policy of the Cabinet of Louis XV, that all would be done
which coulé by done to give it satisfaction.

Nevertheless, it we were to consider as cngagements the letters which
he wroto under the general Idea he cntertained in that loyalty, for which he
was uni: orsilly respected, it would be going too far, The Unitod States
vere not the only Power with which he made no engagements ; he made
similar promises to others, '

He expressed himself to the same effect, and even in moroe positive terms,
with regard to Denmark.

Denmark has alio & claim for losses during the war, and for supplies
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Sor the French troops. [Denials from the ministerial benches.] Fourtcen
millions are claimed. 7This claim is not abandoned, and so far from being
suspended, that I hold in my hands the powers given to French speculators
by the King of Denmark himself, to urge them in his name.

M. GuizoT, [Minister of Instruction.]

There are ne:-. _uch,

M. BrRE: iR,

I ask pardon. T.is claim is still before the French Government. It
has occasioned the excharge of a great nunber of notes, which the Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs can find among the archives of his department.
Many of those not: : were known to me personali;. 7T'his claim of four-
teen millions grev- ... of the acts which took place during the war, and
upon the kind of pi- nise made by M. Richelieu, We have it in our power
to cite some other cases. .

The consequences of the treaty of Glient between the United States and
England were soon apparent. What has been the language of the French
administration when the question of indetnifying the Americans has heen
brought forward, from time to time, as if to lead to a more impr- -+ 1.t dis-
cussion !  What has been its answer ?—Begin by executing ti« ies with
us; for twelve years we were prevented from profiting by the advanta-
geous stipulations of the 7th article of the treaty concluded in 1803, and
you now come to prefer this claim ; but the 8th acticle still remains, which
assures us that we ahall be treated on the footing of the most favored na-
tions. Very well; but you have stipulated with England for treatment on
a national fooling ; grant us the same thing; treat France as you treat
England ; and, in the payment of imports and tonnage duties, let French
veascls be considered as American or English. This was, gentlemen, re-
quiring that treaties be kept.

The Americans answered—and the minister has just repeated some of
those objections ; that the engagement of 1803 was contrary to the gene-
ral rights of the Union ; that it was not possible to apply particular regu-
lations to any one of the States incorporated in the General Confederacy.
"The regulation must be common to ail the members of the Confederacy of
the United States.—To which it is easy to reply, that such engagements
are regulated Ly treaties, and not by the private laws of any p? . Ncw,
here the engagement results from the treaty of 1803. "This treaty was
authorized by the American Legislature, and it was in virtue of that au-
thorization that Jefferson ratified it. ‘

Relat.ve to the treaty of 1814, with Englani, the minister says there Is
this differencc to bo observed, that the English had consented to a recipro-
city in such way that this reciprocity is considered by the minister as the
iwice of the concession made to Eingland, to be treated on a national foot-
ing in the ports of the Union. Have we not a well-founded claim to the
same advantage in virtue of article 8 of the treaty of 1803 ! Have we not
already paid for this wreetment by the cession of Louisiana ? 1t is the sur-
render of that colony which gives us the right to be treated in the United
States as the most favored nation; a right equivalent to a stipulation of
«ighty millions,

Thus, we have paid by the treaty of 1803 for the treatment which we
should receive now, as the English have paid in the treaty of 1314, by the
reclurocity to which they agreed with the American Government, 1, there-
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fore, can sce no reason why the United States should disavow the obliga.
tions resulting from the treaty of 1803 in our favor.

Such, however. hasbeen the question daring the snace of seven or eight
years. ‘I'he United States demanding some settlement, and France say-
ing, ¢ treat us conformably with treaties, in a manner as favorable gs
you treat England.”

In 1822, a treaty of commerce was formed, The negotiations were
conducted between M. Hyde de Neuville, on the part of France, with the
President of the United States. Every question was discussed in this
correspondence, which is very voluminous, and is printed, We there see
that the eénvoy of France, in regulating the conditions of the treaty of
commerce, reserves all the rights resulting from the treaty of 1803 ; and
in a correspondence which continued from the 15th December, 1817, to
the date of the signature of the treaty, viz. to the 22d June, 1822, in every
‘note which passed between the President or the Secretary of State of the
United States, and the envoy of France, allusion is made to the treaty of
1803 ; but I do not discover a single instance in which the American Go-
vernment thought proper to mention the indemnification now demanded,

You aretold that thc United States, in their silence, had consideration
for the finarcial position of France, after the payment of indemnification by
it to every Power. I admit the claims were not formally discussed between
the Governments ; but it is very remarkablz that when France had her
envoy in the United States, when that envoy discussed every question of
the treaty of commerce, and made reservecions on the subject of the 8th
article of thetreaty of 1803, I am forcibly struck with the fact, thatin this
treat{" the question of the indemnification now demanded was never once
raised.

In fine, gentlemen, in 1822 the treaty of commerce was assented to : the
Americans, through the different changes of ministry, continued succes-
sively to address notes to the Cabinet, to recall to mind that there were
questions in dispute.

In fact, I can easily conceive that the United States (which nation has
always been discontented with the clause ol the treaty of 1803, establishing
a difference i French commerce betweer: Louisiana and the other States
of the Union) should have been incessantly-cngnged in raising claims, and
seeking questions proper to bring about a definitive settlement of that

uestion #o onerous and so embarrassinf, 1esulting from the 8th article.

n order to have justice done to one of tlse claims, a special commission
was formed in 1830, 8 commission which was composed of several persons
who had been members of this Assembly, and whose chairman I believe
was M, Hely &’Oissel.

[Many members—¢ No, M. Pichon was the chairman.”]

M. Hely d'Oissel also made a report.

That commission was of opinion that, considering the fact of there being

rievancen on each side, there was no indemnification to be made to the

nited Statess not on account of the ill-udvised argument, that Govern.
ments ought not to answer for the acts of Governments which have pre-
ceded them, but for diplomatic reasons which I have already shown, viz.
that the United States had taken advaniage of cvents ; that the Joss had
been on our side 3 and on the strength of the terms of the treaty of 1803,
they refused indemuification.




[ Doc. No. 2. | 503

The revolution of July takes place. The United States repeat their
applications, and the question of indemnification finds zealous advocates.
Among others there was a celebrated personage in France, [Gen. Lafa-
- yelte,] who was animated by strong sentiments of affection, snd by the

remembrance of a glorious patronage by the United States,. He became
the protector of the claim, he is named & ber of the commissien ; this
commission is composed of six members, athgng wham are found the honor-
able deputy I have indicated, aud his son. ¢ e

M. GEORGE LAFAYETTE. o o

1 demand the floor.

M. BegrrYER.

As well as four other members taken from this Chamber, or the other
House. Among these members, two were of one opinion ; four of another ;
and the result of the examination of this commission was, that twelve mil.
lions ought to be sufficient to satisfy the claims of the United States.

Do not expect me now to go into the discussion into which the Minister
of Foreign Affairs entered, or to the cabinet labors of the Minister of Fo-
reign Affairs, in order to arrive at the sum of twenty-five millions, from
the same basis which the commission of 18SC had adopted, and from
which it had arrived only at twelve millions, ’

In relation to that matter, it appears to me that it has been completely
settled by M. Bignon. 1 have not thic necessary documents to discuss the
merit of the valuations which have been made, but I observe that the price
of 27 vessels and their cargoes has been settled by approximation, and by
making an average of the vessels. In a word, nothing can be more un-
certain and impossible to justify, than these estimates.

Thus we rest upon & calculation completely crroneous, completely false ;
and we give twenty-five millions, without any one of us being able to say
what is the real state of the losses upon which this estimate of twenty-five
millions is made.

However that may be, I do not think the question of twenty-five millions
is the most important one relative to the treaty of 1881 ; I do not think
it should he considered otherwise than an accessory.

The principal question, the interesting question to come at, is the re-
nunciation of the ndvantalges of the 8th article of tho treaty of 1803.
Under this point of view, I dispense with many observations which I had
to make, and will only reply to the last observations of the minister, con-
vinced that the principal article is that which appears to Lo little attended
to; 1 mean that which ..flects the renunciation of & right resulting to
France from the treaty of 1803,

T'he ministcr has tuid us that our right was recognised by the United
States ; that thry gave us in exchange considerable advantages, so much
surpassing all the ad1autages of the treaty of 1808, that it is not possible
to hesitate between tht ~ew rad the old conditions. On this subject the
minister has told us. ¢ They grant us« fixed reduced tariff on all our
wines which enter tc ports of the Union. This reduction of the tariff
saves to us 800,600 frrurs per annum, which, in ten years, is a saving of
eight millions. Mot assuredly, the benefits of the 8th article of the
treaty ,(:f 1808 woule never procurc an equal advantage to French com-
merce. ‘
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Gentlemen, what is the conscquence of the abolition of article 8 of the
treaty of 1803 ?

By a provision of the treaty of 1814, confirmed, I believe, by a treaty of
1828, English vessefs are treated as American. OQur vessels, on the con-
trary,in the ports even ceded byFrance, those in which she claims national
treatment—our vessels find ¢ 1gelves subject to every duty which can be
charged upon the different cts of forcign commerce, and assimilated
with the vessels of nation h do not enjoy near that Government the
same advantages as Engli , Hence the difficulty of competition for
French vessels,

What says the minister? ¢ But there is a benefit for you in the reduc-
tion of the duty upon wines.”

Gentlemen, the reduction which is spoken of, reduces the duty from 17
to 73 cents per gallon; now, the gallon is equivalent to four bottles ; it is
about two cents and a half a bottle in the pi.ce of wine. I ask, do you
believe that this duty, after all, is reimbursed by the consumer?

[ member from the cenire. You are mistaken, it is greater than that.]

I do not think so, however, I only use the figures of the Minister of ¥o-
reign Affairs. It is then a difference in duty of two cens and = half a
bottle, which is accorded tv Fiance ; a duty which would be immediately
reimbursed by the consumer. The consumption has been progressive
during the last ten years, and more so from 1826 and 1827 to 1851—a
year in which the minister has given us a much larger exportation than
in 1832. 1 do not know the amount of the exportation for 1853,

Now it is easy to see that theve is hiere rome commercial confusion, If
the difference of duty was only such that, in not striking it out, restraint
would be placed upon consumption, I could understand the argument
which has been urged ; but when it is so light that the consumption can-
not suffer from its existence or suppression, 1 do not sce how the argument
can be admitted.

In all other respects, France is upon the footing of a stranger, wi;'lst
England is upon a national footing. The result, I say, is an evident dif-
ference against the commerce of France.

Thus, independent of the twenty-five millions, which is an enormous
<harge on the revenue ; when, in 1812, thirteen millions were considered
sufficient ; when, in 1850, the commission formed by the minister himself,
were of opinion that twelve millions only should be paid, independeat of
this conceasion, by which France suffers, we have renounced the rights
secured to us by the 8th article of the trealy of 1803, which renunciation
will be a considerable loss to France,

You know the position of Louisiana velatively to the other States of the
Unlon. You know its fertility, the prosperity of this magnificent colony,
the increase of its population. You know that New Orleuns is the most
commercial and most prosperous place in that part of America; thatitis
precinely at a point where there is the most cons!derable commercial move-

ent, where the population increases every day, whero Napoleon saw in
the distance futifre benefits to he derived frun the situution to enable us ¢
contend with all the nations of Europe: it is piviizely at this point that,
by our renanciation of the advantages of the treaty of 1803, we are about
o Jower.our position,

To this it has been answered, that tho Americans can pay themselves
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in establishing duties upon Frerch ships, and thus the French merchants
will have to pay what is now asked of you for the support of Goverument.

1t is a bad way of treating the question, or rather it is another question,
If we consider the utility, the immense advantage to France in the stipula--
tion of the act or tariff which is in the treaty of 188t, and are then told
that this advantageous condition must be bougiit with twenty-five millions,
it resolves into a mere custom-house question. But it is not that—we
have to pranounce on a question of right, of reason, and of equity ; are
we or are we not the debtors? If, on the contrary, the question is to
know whether the tariff will be 80 useful as to be worth the sacrifice of
twenty-five millions to buy it, we shall know the ground upon which we
are deliberating. But when we are told, *¢Pay twenty-five millions be-
cause you owe them,” it is another matter.

As for what has been told us, drawn from considerations of public order,
of commercial advaatages, of increased exportation, to the extent that the
commercial embarrassments of our cities are immediately to cease; that
there will even be a saving in the expenses of the Gendurmerie, I avow I
do not understand such reasons. It is not by giving money to the Ameri-
cans that Gavernment will ensure the repose of France.

M. GEORGE LAFAYETTE.

Having been designated by name by the orator who has just descended-
from the tribune, I thought I ought to explain a fact which he has incor-
rectly stated. 1 shall certainly not undertake to defend the commission
of which I was a member, from the accusation brought against it, that it
was under the influence of any one, while it was charged with the delibe-
ration and examination of an important subject ; but 1 ought to rectify an
error. ‘It was said, if I heard correctly, that my father and { were asso-
ciated on the commission ; my father was not on it, and as for myself, I
cannot pretend to have exercised any influence over the commission, since
my opinions did not prevail with the majority. In fact, I was in the mi-
nority of the commission, and was convinced that there was due to the
United States a sum infnitely greater than the commission accorded to
them. [&ome applause.]

Tuesoay, JApril 1, 1834,

M. pE LAMARTINE.

Gentlemen :- The discussion, as it was yeaterday left, seemed tv 'ne to-
be no longer one of political right, but rather one of political expediency
and national good faith. Therefore, from a wish not to trespass, at thig
;ime, too far on .se patience of the Chamber, 1 shall view it in the latter

i h‘.

8'I‘Me old maxim, ¢ honesty is the best policy,” applies with even more
truth to affairs of a public, than to those of a private nature; .to the acts
of nations, than to those of individuals. I'o the latter, the infringement
of it is sure-to prove a loss of time and of treasure § to the former, not of/
time and of treasure only, but of honor, of credit and of blood,

Let us remeinber this, gentlemen, at the close of & debate, during which ¥
have with pain seen one, whose word is of 8o much authority with.you, striv-
ing to draw you into the labyrinths of an intricate diplomacy, instead of the
plain, straightforward course of a policy true to its engagements, and to
the great intercsts of commerce and alliance ; consillerations which onght,
in my opinion, to determine this whole question.  Permit me to reduce i,

33
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in a few words, to its proper Jimits. 1 regret the necessity of being com.
pelled to oppose, in any way, the able and judicious statenient of the ques-
tion yesterday made by the honorable M. Bignon; but I do not wish that
certain principles therein advauced, principles opposed to the pledges and
the interests of our commercial, and to the honor of ocur moral policy,
should be given out from this tribune, and in the presence of hese repre-
sentatives, without reply and without remonstrance. The hsnorable gen-
tleman has, it seems to me, reduced us tu the old diplomacy of the Empire.
Gentlemen, he mistakes the times. I admire, gentlemen, every thing
relating to the Empirc, from the Code Civile to the column of the
Pluce Vendome ; from the victories of ltaly to the glorious defeat of Wa-
terloo—every thing except its morals, its liberty, and its diplomacy ;
the imperial diplomacy was nothing but brutal force under the mask of
absurd ceremonial, disguized by a few conventional forms of imperious
politencss. 'The sole negotiator was the sabre ; some Berlin or Milan
decree was daily ennouncing some new principle of public right ; and
whenever the orders of the world’s waster were not promptly obeyed by
foreigu Cubincts, an agent of the police, backed by an armed detacliment,
forced th:e dour, (ore up the protocols. and carrvied off a Pope from the
Vatican, or a King from Madrid or Bayonunc, and there was an end of
the negotiation.

Nothing but the recollections of this period could have induced gentle-
men .o uiter a maxim so disdainlul, and cspecially so strange in the his-
tory of diplumacy as that France exists of herself, and needs not the sanc-
tions of other Powers. Of what, gentlemen, dves the individuality of a
nation consist, il not in the consciousuess of its existence and of its rights
as a member of the great family of nations 2 If not in its relations of
amity and alliance with co-existing pations ?  Of what use to them are
their policy, (heir negotiations, their treatics, their alliances, offensive and
defensive, their diplomacy, their Ministers of Foreign Affairs—in a word,
their whole exterual existence, if not’ to establish, to sustain, and to
strengthen these relations and these necessary dependencies among all the
nations of Enrope?  What nation is it which exists like the Deity, inde-
pendent of all r-lations with others 7 Such maxims, gentlemen, might, on
the eve of a battle, sound well in the mouth of a soldier; but I am aston. .
ished to hear them gravely avowed in an assembly of legis. .tors, We
cannot too highly estimate the value of alliances ; they involve the future
destiny of uations,

. It was with no less pain I heard the same gentleman declare that
generosity wus not o virtue of Cubinets, and recommend as a rule of na-
tional canduct the mercantile policy, which looks not to the right, but the
fact ; which regards not what is just, but what is expedient ; which takes
advantage of opportunity and of weakneas, to advance its claims or put
off its engugements ; and whose avowed and sole moral rule is, that dex-
terity cnsurea success,

No ! gentlemen ; this should not be & rule for the conduct either of indivi-
duis, or of Governments. We arebound totell them whatistrue ; the same
moral code, the same scnae of justice, the same elevation of fecling, which
should regulate the relations of individuals, and whicl over triumphs over
mereaddress, should niso regulate those of nations. We are bound to say to
them not—you will prosper if f'ou use address ; but—you will prosper, if
you are just, if you ave grateful, if you adl.ere in Fronperlty to the promi-

scs made in adversity ; If you keep your word ; il you pay your debts ; if
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you manifest in your relations with your allies not the narrow, vulgar,
and sclfish views which characterize a communily of traders, but the
magnanimity of conduct, the elevation of thought, and the readiness to do
Jjustice, which become a great people, and which are the inborn traits and
virtues of the French nation.

‘We are bound to say—follow the example yourselves have set. France,
crushed in 1814 by the weiglit of all Europe, bargained with no one;
right or wrong, she has paig all Europe ; she has put the scal to her glory 3
she has paid to other nations all she owed them ; all—cven for the fields of
battle whereon she had vanquished them; and her very credit has beem
the offspring of her distress; her fidelity has been the mother of hor
riches ; and the faith and the friendship of nations have rendered to her
a hundred-fuld the intcrest of her generusity. France is at this day the
treasurer, and perhaps the arbitress of Europe.

I shall not weary the Chamber with an analysis of the grounds of these
claims. You yesterday heard M. Réalier Dumas, and the proofs of their
correctness which he presented to the Chamber in the name of the com-
mittee Jeave nothing on this head to be added or replied to. I should be
happy, likewise, to recall the clear and conscientious statement of the Min-
ister of Foreign Affairs, but for sume political assertions, which I can
necither palliate nor approve. But I defend the treaty, not the ministry.

I have something to say in reply to the gentleman (M. Berryer) who
closed the debate of yesterday. His words, 1 confess, made as strong an
imgmssion on me as they did on the Chamber.  But eloquent, ingenious,
and powerful as he is, in order to oppose the treaty, he was forced to leave
the question actually before us. He indeed transferred the guestion en-
tirely to the Louisiana affair, and the stipulations arising out of it. He
has told the Chamber that, by the non-execution of the treaty of 1808, b
which Liouisiana was ceded, the United States had paid themselves in ad-
vance. Here, gentlemen, is the error. The treaty of 1803 could not,
from its very nature, provide beforchand for the renunciation of indemni.
fication due for losses which might be sustained hereafter, It could not
provide fur captures and the destruction of vessels by fire at sea, during
a war the length of which it could not foresee, a war which lasted ten
years, and might have lasted twenty more. It could not renounce, in
1808, claims for losses of subsequent yeariy occurrence-~losses which
could neither be ascertained nor proved till 1814. The benefits which
the United States might indirectly derive from the non-exzcution of the
treaty, could not affect the rights in question. T'he clai.a for indem-
nification remained entire. But as far as respects proper feelings, and
that delicacy which should be shown by one nation t. another, the sen.
timents of M, Berryer accord perfectly with my ow:. In reading the
history of latter times, I have ever been astonished at the small degree of
sympathy and gratitude shon us by the Americans. [ lLave been evem

ained to observe with what indifference they regarded the fate of Louis

VI; with what apathy they gazed, as it wore, on the scaffold of thele
royal liberator. But the object of the treaty in question is not the exac-
tion of national gratitude ; and, if America has at times forgotten oue
services, it is no azgument, gentlemen, in favor of our forgetting our debts,
1 have readl, you havo all read, & lino which Franco may repeat with pride—

s¢ I est beau, il est grand de faire des ingrats.”
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It is glorious to afford opportunities for the d:- »ay of ingratitude in
others, but I have never read that it was glorious to be ungrateful.

The same gentleman has told you that the Government of the Restora-
tion never recognised the justice of this debt, or of these claims for indem.
nification. My reply is in his own words. He bas told you that M. de
Richelieu had officially admitted the principle in his correspondence as
President of the Council. To one acquainted wih the scrupulous honesty
of M. de Richelieu as a politician, his word has the force of a treaty. He
would never, in this instance, have given his word, had not the debt been
conscientiously admitted by him as a statesman, and intentionally, if not
verbally, admitted by his Government. 1 certainly will not cast upon the
diplomacy of the Restoration the reproaches due to that of the Empire.

financial policy of the former won confidence by the force of ity own
good faith, Ishall never believe that a Government which paid all that
was justly due, which, without distinction, satisfied indiscriminately all
the demands of the past, and of Europe the armed enemy of France,
would bave withheld from America the acknow ledgement of a debt which,
from motives of hoesty, of friendship, of gratitude and of honor, it was
bound to pay. The debt remains entire ; but when the thing has been,
for fifteen years, debated between the two Governments, and by different
negotiators referred to arbitraticn, and this arbitration verified by three
Legislatures, through their committees ; when, in short, the onl{:un liv-
ing, to wbom ncither France nor America can object, General Lafayette,
has himsell told you that this is justly a debt of thirty millions, do you
refuse twenty-five 7 That we may, if we choose, by trick and demur, re-
duce it to a less amount, aud strike off a couple of millions, I shall neither
gnnt nor deny ; but thet is not the question, The exports to the United
tates, from Lyons and Bourdeaux alone, thanks to the reduction of duties
secured by the treaty, are valuec at eighty millions. You lose, then, by
trick and delay, the means of recovering from the United States a hun-
dred times more than you give. You do France an injury, an immense
injury, for the sake of a few petty pretensions to self-respect, and the ex-
ercise of a little diplomatic skill. M. Bignon has told you that he thinks
twelve millions will suffice ; tha: he thinks too well of the American Go-
vernment to believe that it will use its rights, and, virtually, restore the
duties ; but has the honorable gentleman any grounds for his belief 7 Shall
we, in this way, hazard on an individual opinion, to whatever respect it
may be entitled, the prosperity »f France; the commerce, the industry,
of our two lurFest mannfacturing cities 7 What shall we say to our con-
stituents, gentlemen, if, in three months’ time, we shouid learn that the
duties are restored ; that our ships are excluded from the American ports ;
that our silks and our wines are no longer admitted ; that the looms of
Lyons are idle—{ Interruption.]

A MemseR.--That is not the question.

M. BEBASTIA 3.

Pardon me ; iv «. tl.a true question.

M. pe L. mawtsve,
that the vessels I Courdeaux are dismantled ; that nothing but bankruptcy,
the inesvitable consequence of disappointed expectations, and the sudden
suspension of an immense trade, is heard of in eur maritiine towns | Will
the solitary opinion of & member of this Chamber suffice as an excuse for
the assumption of so enormous & responsibility 7 No, gentlemen ; in ques-
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tions of this magnitude, Government and Opposition, majority and minori-
ty, are words without meaning : we act for France, and for France only.
Its honor, and its interest, are to be consuited, and those only. Gnce more,
then, let us renounce all recollection of the imperial policy ; it no longer
accords with the present state of things. There is a diplomacy which ne-
gotiates with the cannon, which holds its Congress on the field of battle,
whose protocols are victory and defeat ; a diplomacy which sports with
public morals, recoguises no right but addressor force, and proclaims—-
wo to the vanquished : that specics of diplomacy leads to Moscow,
and ends at Waterloo ; it gives nothing but military .glory, trophies
of victory, and the enmity and the curses of nations. There is another
which respects the rights of others, that they may be induced to rav{:ect
its own; which has no arms but those of justice ; the sole appeal of which
is to its own right, and to the conscience of Europe. Such diplomacy in-
spires nations with mutual confidence and good will, makes the moral law
the universal law, forms friendships and alliances, and establishes the
wealth of a people, its credit, and its future prosperity. I fear not to re.
commend it to Franee, and I consider the whole subject as embraced in a
few short questions, to which I shall myself respond.

Are we in debt to the United States ? Yes; no person here disputes it.

To the amount of twenty-five millions ? Yes ; since this debt, debated,
contested, reduced, submitted to arbitration, verified by Governments, and
by different negotiators, and by General Lafayctte himself, has been fixed
at that amount.

Qught we, for the sake of a reduction of this debt which may or ma;
not be made to jeopard the interests of Lyons and Bouideaux, our sil
trade, our vineyards, our industry, our commerce, and our whole mercan-
tile marine ? No; for the sake of the mere chance of saving two or three
millions, we should fose hundreds of millions, and destroy our friendly re-
lations with the United States,

Finally, gentlemen, comes the most important question of all.

Would it be an act of justice, of honor, of delicacy, in us, who, in 1815,
paid a thousand millions to Europe our enemy, with the bayonet at our
throats, longer to hesitate to indemnify America, which afone remained
faithful to us, and alone refused to take advantage of our distress, to exact
reimbursement ! No, gentlemen ; such a course of proceeding would not
only do violence to our interests, but to our feelings. :

Considerations of our real interests, of honor, of faith, of credit, of na-
tional gratitude, all resolve themselves into, all are involved in, the fato
of the treaty. I vote for the treaty and for the bill.

M. Dvurovuy.

Are Governmenla less amenable than individuals to the rules of equity ?
I think not. [t is not, then, the principle of the indemnification that I
shall contest, for I acknowledge its justice ; I do not inquire whether the
United States have claimed and obtained for the same causes, or on any
ground whatever, indemnification elsewhere : good faith does not seek its
conviction in the consciences of others,

Notwithstanding the explanations given yesterday by the Minister of
Foreign Affuirs, I have some doubts respecting the estimate of the indem-
nification: I ask permission of the Chamber to submit to it my remsrks ;
‘lwrv are drawn from considerations purely commercial.

t was rightly intended to limit the indemnification strictly to the repas
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ration of damages—to the simpl. restitution of the actual loss; in the same
way that rcimbursement is made by underwriters in cise of accidents at
#ea, without taking into consideration the profits of the operation.

Your committee, gentlemen, having remarked that !L.e sales at Bayonne
had produced less, by two-fifths, than those at Antwerp ; and then that the
custom-house duties at Bayonue excceded the value of the cargoes, these
same duties being deducted, it would seem that it has inferred from these
two circumstances, that the sums realized at Bayonne were only equal to
the first cost of the commodities. It has determined, for this reason, to
permit the entry of the proceeds of the thirty five cargoes sold at Bayonne,
exclusive of custom-house dulies, as one of the principalitems of the estimate.

1 perceive an error in this.

At that time, so fruitful in extraordinary events, in which the violence
of the struggle between two great nations caused the maritime laws of
rations to be forgotten, and erased the clause in the {reaty of Utrecht, which
guarantied the independence of the neutral flag—at that time the commodi-
dities of tropical countries reached Europe only through a thousand diffi-
¢ ilties, and in quantities insufficient to supply the demands for consump-
tion; they lost in the places of production the greater part of their market
v&lue, whilst their value in Europe was augmented in a surprising degree.

These circumstances combined o excite the speculating and adventu-
roua epirit of the Americans to the highest pitch, and allowed them to
reil.ze many fortunes in this way. On the other hand, the custom-house
duiies. “vherever the dominion of France was extended, might be raised
much beyond the first cost of the article in the colunies, without aftccting
the selling price in Europe, more sensibly than the duties at this day aect
the existing prices,

Thus, though the cargoes sold at Bayonne, deducting the duties, may
have produced only forty-seven per cent. of the gross amount of the s5°),
yet this fraction might, neverthcless, represent a sum greater than the first
mt.

For the waut of docnments I can neither obtain, nor present mathemat'cal
proof of this assertion; but the fact cited by the committee in its repor:,
viz, that ihe commiasion appointed in 1831 to estimate the indemnifica-
tion had fixed it at 13,747,000 francs. veduced to round numbers, twelve
millions, value at the port of depariure. is equivalent, in my judgment, to a
demonstration. '

The committee of 1834 havingadopi2d tha classes admitted by the commis-
sion of 1881, it must be perceived *!ix¢ the difference in the estimates arises
from the mode of valuing the arti=ies.  Bat I must acknowledge that the
explanations of the Minister of Foroign Affairs have not enlightened me
on this subject, There is some «: =i or perplexity, on his part, in regard
to the custom-house duties.

Instead of proceeding by inductions, as the committee of 1834 seens to
have done, there is, doubtless, a means of verifying the amount of the in-
demniflcation as regnrds the cargoes, with more exactness ; it is to consult
the prices current of the foreign ports whence the shipments were made,
at their respective dates. 'The capacity of the vessels, and the nature of
the lading, should also neceusarily enter into the calculations ; and very
probably this may still be found,

The revinion of this part of the labors of the committes appears to me
indispensable, The Government of the United Btates is too honorable to
refu-» ils asscnt, because it would not wish to profit by an error.
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I am but little moved, gentlemen, by any of the considerations at vari-
ance with the strict rules of honesty which have been alleged in favor of the
sum set down in the treaty. The Chamber ought, in the first place, to exa-
mine whether the twenty-five millions are legitimately due. As to the second-
ary question—commercial relations, they are established between nations
in consequence of reciprocal advantages ; and these advautages should not be
bought either with gald, or at the expense of the national dignity. Besides,
would it not be calumniating the character of the Governmeut of the United
States, to suppose it accessible to feelings of cupidity, and to rese:atinents
unworthy of a great people, in regard to a discussion of interest, in which,
on both sides, the strict correctuess of the amount is honestly sought ?

I conclude, then, that the discussion of the treaty be suspended until the
committee revise its labors, and calculate the amount of the indemnifica-
tion, after having received more precise notices respecting the first cost of
those cargoes for which it has been admitted that the proprietors should
be indemnified. I will not descend from this tribune without remarking
that the principles which dictated the stipulations of the treaty of 4th July,
1331, require perhaps that the claims of the old grantees of the India
Company, and those of the heirs of the purchasers of a pavtof the territory
of Louisiana, shiould more strongly excite the solicitude of the French ne-
gotiator; and that, instead of referring them to the tribunals of the coun-
try for the prosecution of their rights, the French Government should be
charged with making their prosecution.

If the Chamber cannot touch this part »f the treaty without overstepping
its privileges, it ought, at least, to invi e the attention of the ministry to
the heirs of the first colonists of Louisian. .

M. DuchaTEL

After the explanations which are given in the report of the committee,
and in the speech of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, relative to the vrigin
of the American claims, the progress of the negotiations, and the basis which
served for a determination, there remains nothing further to be said on the

art of thuse who advacate the bill, either in respect to the value or the
ugitimacy of the debt to the United States. It is upon other considerations
that I ask the attention of the Chamber for a fow moments ; and although
the discussion is far advanced, and I am desirous to avoid intruding upon
the patience of the Chamber, nevertheless, the interests involved in the
debatc are of so serious a character, and the facts which I have to submit
80 conclusive, that I should reproach myself if, while cutertaining this con-
viction, I did not advance the reasons which have influenced my opinion.

As I have said, I will not return to the debt itself ; 1 wili only pointout
{0 the Chamber the commercial and political intereats which are involved
in the adoption of the treaty upon which we are now deliberating,

There can be no doubt, that if the debt were not esiablished, if France
owed rothing to the United States, it would be ynreasonable to appear
anking the Chasber for a grant of money in favor of a custom-house tariff,
or for some commercial advantage. But, notwithstanding what has been
naid at the last meeting by an honorable member, the defenders of the bill
ure not reduced to thes alternative,

Bince the debt is admitted, (and for my part [ think it fully established,)
it Is proper to present every consideration bearing upon the adaption of the
treaty. In offering to the Chamber those considerations, I do not believel
shall depart from the question, notwithstanding what was said at the close
of the session of yesterday,
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The treaty of 1831 has been made : in discussing that treaty, we are not
limited to the principles of justice ; every argument may be adduced, whe-
ther of policy or of interest. Upon this view of the question, I ask per-
mission of the Chamber to examine the subject as briefly as possible.

In the fust place, however, I wish to reply to an argument which was
advanced at the first sitting, and twice brought forward yesterday.

It was said, without doubt a debt exists. Ncone supposes the debt can
be contested ; but have you no uffset to oppose ta it ? The Americans have
grown rich in the progress of that war, when so many losses occurred, and
80 much injustice was committed. The Amerizans have profited by that
war ; they found the price of their sacrifices i1 the immense advantages
which the wants of the war procured them. 'While the belligerents were
suffering greatlosses, the Americans grew rich without fighting themselves ;
they reaped the fruitsof the victories of others.

Thus, say they, if you compare the situation of the United States, as it
was at the beginning of the war, with what it was at the end, the reault of
this comparison will show an enormous incrense of power and prosperity.

And you would wish, it has been added, in ibe face of these advantages,
to recognise yourselves as debtors to America; but in payment of your
debt, you have already given them an incress: of power and prosperity.
Are not those advantages compensation sufficiznt ?

As for myself, gentlemen, I do not think that this eort of compensation
can be justly urged. The reason is plain; this debt originated in acts
of injustice committed when we were at pea:e with the United States,
and not in a state of war, whilst the advantages which the United States
reaped were not of our conferring, but fortuitors. Can we take this ground
in & question ofjustice and equity, and, in a menncr entering into partner-
sbip with fortune, pay our debts with its benefils ?

No, gentlemen, there would be no justice i1 that sort of compensation
resulting from our acts, or acts produced by csuscs independent of the will
of the French Government.

After having replied to this objection, to which I have recalled the atten-
tion of the Chamber only because it has been so often brought forward in
this debate, with the permission of the Chambar I will proceed, as rapidly
and clearly as possible, to explain what are the commercial stipulations of
the treaty respecting which so many strange ¢rrors have been committed ;
and, further, to call the attention of the Chamber to the serious consequences
to which a vote of rejection would lead. .

The commercial stipulations of the treaty are three in number :

1st. The renunciation by us of the contested right founded on the 8th
article of the treaty of 1803, relative to the cersion of Louisiana,

2d. Privileges granted to the French wines by the United States, as an
-equivalent for that renunciation.

8d. The reduction in the duty, upon our side, on long staple coitons ;
an affair in itself no t -ial, that but for the frequimt notice taken of it in
this discussion, it would claim no attention.
ofTh"” are the three commercial stipulations which figure in the treaty

l 83 lo *

I begin with the Louisiana question. Much was said of it yesterday
from this tribune. One member (M. Borr'yer) went so far as to say it was
the whole question ; the chief pcint upon which the debate turned, He told

s that the 25 millions was & sccondary conideration with bim; be ac-

-
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cused the Government of sacrificing the clements of the future prosperity
and greatness of France by renouncing the privileges of the treaty of 1803,

It is only by facts and figures that such questions can bo decided. Gene-
ral considerations possess a little too much of theory, and never lead to
positive results. We must caiculute the value of the advantages ceded to
the United States, and the value of those obtained in compensation.

You will observe, in the first pla‘.2, that this right which we pretend to
in Louisiana—a right which I will oot dispute ; (from this tribune, and
especially in doubtful cases, I never would attack a right which might
belong to my country)—you will osserve, ¥ say, that it was not a right in
possession fully acquired. It had been long disputed. We therefore did
not cede an advantage which we held for ais equivalent, We have cedad,
not a real possession, but a ground of litigation, a questionable right,
whichi we possessed not the means of making good.

Beliold what we have ceded ! - Now let us see what we have acquired,
Real and important advantages, as I will presently demonstrate.

It will be first necessary to establish the true character of the ceded
right, by calculating its importance ; in order to do so, we must Jook into
the operations of our navigation and commerce with Louisiana. You know
the nature of the diﬂicufty, either in Louisiana or in any other State of
the Union, There are no discriminating duties upon our merchandise ;
those duties were suppressed in virtue of the treaty of 1822 ; there remains
only a tonnage duty of five francs per ton. In all the States of the Union
wo pay five francs per ton tonnage duty more than American vessels.
Their vessels pay the same excess of duty in our ports.

It is evident that the importance of the duty depends upon the extent of
the navigation. What is the amount of our navigation with Louisiana ?
An estimate was exhibited yesterday by the Minister of Foreign Affairs.
I will add, that the duty is of liitle importance, if we consider the sum
total of it with all the States of the Union. If we take the mean of several
years, our navigation with the United States is limited to thirteen or four-
teen thousand tons; not with Louisiana alone, but with all the States of the
Union. The duty, multiplied by this number, gives a sum of sixty-five to
seventy thousand francs. Here, then, is an annual charge of sixty-five
thousand francs upou our exportation during the last year, of one hundred
and six millions of francs. From such a tariff is it possible there can re-
sult any real unfairness ? .

But there is yet another consideration. Without doubt, we cannot pre-
tend to compete with the United States in the carrying trade ; all that we
can claim is a portion of the direct trade betwecen France and America.
Unfortunately, our navigation is more expensive than that of other nations ;
all preteneions, therefore, to the carrying trade, are out of the question, and
we can only enjoy the direct trade hetween France and Louisiana. If w»
examine the state of navigation, we find that no third flag meddles with this
commerce ; it belongs exclusively to French and Amerizan vessels. As
there isi t}o third flag, I ask how favors granted to a third flag can have
any weight,

Between the French and American navigation, the conditions are equal;
for if our ships pay five francs more in the ports of the Union, on the other
side the vessols of the United States pay five francs more in our ports. The
reciprocity is then perfect. We cannot hope to triumph over American
commerce (n their own ports. If, then, there is a semblance of disndvan-
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tage fur us, it disappears in reality ; for the commerce on which we would
claim privileges, is reserved entirely to I'rench and American vessels.

I ask pardon of the Chamber for dweiling upon these details relative to
Louisiana ; but as it is the point upon which most stress has been laid, I
believed it my duty to explain the natter, more especiully as explanation
was 50 easy.

Now, in compensation for that claim. reduced to its just value, what
bave we have obtaincd ? A reduction of vast importance upon our wines—a
reduction of which I will submit a calculation to the Chamber. This
reduction, it is true, is only tcmporary ; but, because it is so, it does not
follow that its advantages may not be compared with an advantage that is
perpetual. Incommerce, a temporary annuity may be exchanged fora
perpetual stock. 'I'he annuity must only be of higher value; the diffevence
of time counterbalances the difference of value.

You shall see the result of the c. “lation. The duties upon wines, (I
am obliged to use figures, butin 8o .erious a matter precision is requi-
site)—the duties upon wines in tiie United States before the treaty were
regulated in three different ways: a certain duty was exacted upon wines
in bottles ; another duty upon wines in casks ; and the third duty varied in
its application t3 white orred wines. 'The duties on wines in bottles were
then about forty-two francs the hectolitre, for wines in bottfes of every quali-
ty ; on white wines in casks, twenty-one irancs the hectolitre ; on red wines,
fourteen francs. From the 1st February, 1€32, the duties were reduced from
forty-two to thirty francs, from twenty-one to fourteen francs, and from
fourteen to eight francs. This reduction was important in itself; but it
remains to be added, that fron: the 3d March, 1834, a further reduction
took place of fifty per cent., on the last duties, so that wine in bottles now
only pays fifteen francs the hectolitre ; white wines in casks, seven francs ;
red wines, four francs,

These duties are very moderate, and wiil pen a wide field.to onr com-
merce ; and not only the duties we pay arelow, but we have an advantage in
the higher duties paid on wines of all other countries. Upon some qualities
this difference amounts to six francs ; upon others, to five francs; and on a
third description, to three francs.

Estimating by the cask, instead of the hectolitre, the difference in our
favor amounts to sixty, fifty, and thirty francs.

You were told yesterday that the renunciation of the Louisiana privi-
lege costs us annually 14,000 francs, We shall gain 800,000 francs,
and when the duty is reduced one-half, that sum will be again doubled. It
is true we shall only enjoy it for ten years ; but I ask those acquainted
with financial affairs, ifthe cquivalent is not obtained, when we exchange
a perpetual endowment of 15,000 france for an annuity of ten years, which
muﬁ amount to a million, or a million and a half, per annum,

aving reduced the Louiaiana question to its true value, I will now
turn my attention to the third stipulation of the treaty—to that relative to
cottons.. These detnils are dry, but they are indispensable to the under-
ltundlnﬁ of the treaty, [Gaon, go on.}

By thoe treuty, long staple cottons are assimiluted with shor! staple. An
honorable member has spoken of this assimilation as heing an augmentation
of duty. Hewas wrong. It was a reduction, The duties upon the long

‘ claflc cotlons were reduced to the same rato with sher: swapls cottons.

This ie but » trivial benefit to the United #..tes. Commerce had long
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required it. The bill for regulating the custom-house duties, in 18829,
propused the assimilation. The quantity of long staple cottons imported
from the United States in 1831 amounted to 250,000 kilo, mes. This
quantity, multipliedby 20 francs per 100 kilogrammes, the am.nunt of the
reduction, produces a sum of 50,000 francs. Behinld the amount of the
benefit we have accorded to the United states. We Lad already granted
the same to Brazil.

Now that I come to the bearing of the commercial stipulations of the
treaty, I beg to call its attention to the commercial interests involved in
the question.

Our commerce with the United States affords us the amplest foreign
market. Last year they received 106,000,000 of our merchandise. I
know this sum exceeds that of several other years, but I here present you
the precis: amounts for a number of years. They will enable the Chamber
to appreciate the extent of that commerce.

e exported to the United States productions of our manufactories,
{o the amount of—

In 1827, - - - - - - 76,000,000
In 1828, - - - - - - 66,000,000
In 1829, - - - - - - 65,000,000
In 1830, - - - - - - 69,000,000
In 1831, - - - . . - 110,000,000

In 1832, from various circumstances, the cholera and stagnation of
trade, our exportations fell to 58,000,000 ; but they recovered their level
in 18383, and rose to 106,000,000.

The products we receive in ¢xchange are raw materials of the highest
importance to our manufactories. Raw cotton is the principal article ; of
this we bought, in 1883, to the value of 51,000,000.

The commerce of which I speak is not only the first in its amount, but
promises the greatest extension in future.

The favorable conditions upon which our commerce is placed with the
United States are worthy of notice. Their productions bear no resem.
blance to ours. There can be no rivalry. The American nation is in
possession of a soil which opens to its industry a boundless career; its
population increases every day; its riches augment with a marvellous
rapidity unknown to any other nation of the world, and whieh none other
may even hope to equal. It is this country, then, which promises to your
commerce the most brilliant expectations for the future ; it offers a market
for our manufactures, which is every day enlarging.
| I have here to reply to two objections.

You have been told, in the first place, that the measures taken by the
United States, bearing upon our commerce, were by no means taken in
consequence of the treaty. You are then told, that whatever may be the
conduct of the French Government, whatever may be the fate of the troaty
now under consideration, the United States will make no change in their
commercial regulations.

I will reply to these two points in succession ; they are of immense im-
portance in the question.

Is it true that the United States have not been governed, in the modifica-
tions of their tarif, by the treaty under consideration? Itis easy to prove
the contrary, You have seen that we enjoy & considerable advantage
over other Powers, in the duty upon our wines. Why did the United
Btates subscribe to that advantage, if it was not to favor France ? And
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whercfore will they favor France, if France, in return, does not entertain
friendly velations with them ; if she refuses to pay a debt which appears
to be a legitimate one, to the Government of the Union, and concerning
the justice of which there is no doubt ?

It is not, therefore, as has been recently stated, from financial consi.
derations alone that the United States have reduced their taviff.  With-
out doubt, the general reduction which has been effected in their custom-
house duties proceeds from that bappy financial condition so different from
ours : but the reductions which regard France only, which give to lier pre-
ferences and commercial privileges, must have been made with a view to
French intercsts solely, and not to those of America.

It is the same in the case of silks. The duties which werc formerly
thirty per cent. upon the silks of China, and twenty per cent. on thoae of
France, werc reduced at first, the former to ten, and the latter ta five per
cent. : but, in consideration of the advantages which they obtained by the
treaty, Americu consented to abolish entirely all duties upon our silks.
Here, then, is another stipulation, wholly French, based upon considera-
tions which Toncern France alone.

We now come to that view of the question which demands your most
serious deliberation. Docs any one believe that there is no danger from
the rejection of the treaty ! Does any one believe we can thus break with
the Government of the United States without peril 2 Can it be believed
that a treaty which has becn ratified, and upon the exccution of which the
Government and people of the United States count, can be anaulled with-
out creating resentment on the part of the Americans ; without altering

~our commercial relations ? Yet it has been so aflirmed ; but, in my opi-
nion, he who aflirms it assumes a heavy responsibility.

I krtow very well that mankind never had a true interest in all these
commercial quarrels; that, if they were wise, they would listen only to the
dictates of prudence ; that they would never use reprisals; that they
would never come under the influence of anger or passion. But who will
venture to answer that, in a country where public opinion is so powerful ;
where it influences so strongly the determinations of Government—who
will venture to answer that it will be interest only, the coldest wisdom, and
prudence the most circumspect, which will dictate the resolutions of the
Government and Congress of the United States ?

We are told that the United States will receive the rejection of the treaty
of 1831 with great tranquillity. 'T'o this hypothetical assertion it is only
necessary to oppose facts. Wo must éxamine and see how the minds of
men are disposed with regard to this question in America. We hiave only
to read the mcasages of the Preeident, the debates in Congress, and the
discussions in the papers of the United States. In the face of these facts,
what is adduced ! Buppositions, vague presumptions founded upon the
prudence of Government—upon the wisdom of meh ! But, in truth, gentle-
men, for a long time we liave scon other motives than veason or interest
governing the events of the world. Interests, passions, and national sus-
ceptibilities havo long heen exerting much influence in political affairs.

During the two years since tho conclusion of the treaty, has there not
been so strong an excitement in the United States, lias not the subject been
engrossing the public mind so far, that M, Bignon, wlo spoke most forci-
bly against the treaty, has told you that, although he would not accept it,
yet ho acknowledged that there might be suficient reasons with many
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persuns for adopting the treaty > He even added that the delay alone had
been a species of moral violence committed upon the Chamber. For my
own part, I do not admit this moral violence; but I acknowiedge that a
question becomes different when, from being simply the claim of individu-
als, it arises to be that of a Government. Before the treaty, there were
igdividual claims advocated by the American Government, and for the
fate of which the Government of the Union was interested, without, how-
ever, inducing any decided steps in behalf of the claimants ; but since the
treaty, it has become a Government question—a national affair.

1 do not say that your prerogative is not entire ; I only say in this re-
spect, adopting the opinion of the honorable M. Bignon, that there is some-
thing more at stake since the treaty than there was before.

Who, then, will take upon himself the responsibility to guaranty
that the United States will use no species of retaliation if the treaty be re-
jected ; that they will employ no means to recover the debt ? Seeing that
the principle of the debt is not contested, that positive calculations were
made to determine the amount, and that no opposite calculation has been
produced, no offset against the United Stales, will not that Government
proceed to pay itself from the means in its power ?

Gentlemen, nothing can be easier ; our commerce with them last year
amounted to onc hundred and six millions. Now do you think there will
be any difticulty in establishing, instantaneously, discriminating duties
upon our goods, to compensate and exceed the twenty-five millions we owe
them ?  This discriminating duty will not be paid by the consumers in the
United States ; for a duty of that kind does not fall on the consumer, but
upon the nation struck at, The evil, then, will fall upon our commerce
exclusively, and would not end when the damage equalled the debt of
twenty-five millions ; for in such a system noone can say—we will injure
the commerce of the nation which owes us and will not pay us, by every
means in our power, but we will stop when the debt is paid. In order to
estimate the damage which may accrue to us, we must count not only the
sums which will be paid into the Treasury of the United Btates, but the
losses which our commerce will have to endurc {rom this retaliation.

The evil will be great—more extensive than calculation can reach; it
would interrupt for a long time the relations upon which the prosperity of
many cities of France at this moment depends. Your manufactories and
your vineyards demand a steady mavket ; they require new outlets that
you will not be always able to procure them. Do not, therefore, to-day,
from considerations not founded in justice, close the markets upon which
their prosperity depends.

I repeat, then, that this question is one of the most serious character
which can be debated. 1 repeat, that no one can guaranty that the rejec-
tion of the treaty will not produce measures injurious to commerce ; to
both nations undoubtedly ; but always most fatal to that which receives
the firat blow,

I will only add a word more. We were told yesterday that it would
bo very cany on our side to resort to a retaliatoyy system ; that, if the Go-
vernment of the United States can pay itself by its own measures, France
can retaliato likewiae,

‘T'hat, gentlemen, we have groat reason to doubt, and npon that subject
the future presents enough to cxcite all your fears, If once that course
is adopted, that war of commerce onco declared, the consequences would
be most disastrous to our affairs,
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Having given to the Chamber my thoughts on commercial interests, I
will add a few words upon tie political reasous which I think should deter-
mine the acceptance of the treaty.

France has ulways sustained the cause of the liberty of the seas. It
was her right, it has been her glory. It is her pride, that in her political
relations she has been always found combating on the side of justice ; for the
weak against the powerful, for the oppressed against the oppressor; in fine,
for the cause of liberty and right. KFor this cause, what chance of suc-
cess is there, if tot in an intimate alliance between France and that nation
in possession of the next strongest marine after England? France has
the most direct and positive interest in a strict alliauce with the United
States ; and in deciding upon this transaction, in deciding upon this co-
venant with the Government of the United States, I will pronounce that
we have pursued a wise policy, and the only policy worthy of Krance.

This policy will be not or:ly useful to France at the present day, but it
will be still more so in future, for the liberty of the seas depends upon
the agreement which subsists between us and the Government of the
United States. Recall to mind the situation of France when that treaty
was concluded ; there were then two natious in the world, oue in the new
world, the other in the old, which professed the same doctrines with us,
whose Governments reposed upon the same principles with our Govern-
ment ; that is to say, upon the principle that the law ought to be the ex-
pression of the national majority, and not the will of one man, or of an
aristocracy. ‘I'hese two Puwers were England in the old world, and the
United States in the new.

You have been often told that it was the truc interest of France to ally
herself with liberal Governments; I agree in the sentiment, gentlemen,
and therefore I approve the conduct of the Government in this case. But
the alliance we should cultivate is not that cold neutrality of which the
honorable M. Bignon has spoken—it is not that common acknowledgment
which the United States accord to every Government de facto, which
is successively given to Don Miguel and Donna Maria, but a lively
sympathy, a strict alliance, a community of eflorts responsive to a com-
munity of principles and interests. Gentlemen, I conceive that those con-
siderations did not operate with the Government of the Restoration. It
had other supporters ; it relied for assistance upon the Holy Alliance, upon
Governments avowing its own principles. 1t was of less importance to
them than to us to injure the United States.

To return to the qucstion, gentlemen, for 1 do not wish to tire the

atience of the Cliamber, I say, then, thatin my opinion France is truly
fndebted to the United States ; that positive calculations have been pro-
duced to show us the amount due, In the speeches of those who have op-
posed the treaty, I havo found neither the samo cxactuess, nor the same
strictness of calculation ; and, in fine, the compensation spoken of cannot,
in my opinion, be admitted to be just. The question of justice being es-
tablished, I think we should jeopard, by the non-execution of the treaty,
all the interests of our true po"icy, as well as of our commerce,

No other guaranties are given me against these dangers, than mere
opinions and pure hypothescs. I have more faith, gentlemen, in the acts,
and, 1 may also say. in the Jangunge of wur Government ; it is chayged
with the superintendence of our foreign relations, and certainly it de-
serves to be leievcd when it warns ug of danger in this portiost of our
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affairs. Convinced as 1 am that the consequences of & rejection will be
disastrous, and that, if the Chamber adopt that course, it will experience
a bitter but superfluous regret, I cannot assume the responsibility of
a refusal : I shail give my vote for the bill. [4pprobation.)

M. SaLverTE.

Gentlemen : The honorable members who have defended the bill during
the session, Iay much stress on the commercial regulations embraced in
the treaty. 1 will follow them iu this discussion, not that I cannot add
other considerations to thuse calculated to disprove the existence of an ab-
solute debt on the part of France to the United States, but 1 feel that
the debate is too [ar advanced to permit me to take up your attention on
that point.

In the course of debate upon the commercial part of the question, it has
been afirmed, that if we do not adopt the proposed treaty, we shall jeopard
our relations with the United States, and shall so embarrass them as to
produce consequences not only grievous, but frightful and disastrous.

T'he orator whom you have just heard has explained very clearly the
principles which ought to govern nations in their commercial relations.
[ am surprised that, after he had so well explained them, he did not make
the application of them to our true situation. In fact, gentlemen, the
Jays of wars of custom-houses are past with enlightened nations, with
those who understand and practise a sound com.aercial theory. We no
longer impose duties to injure a neighboring people. We impose them
secause it is our interest to do so ; and, as we knov. very well that retal-
ations are bad, we renounce them altogether.

What is the position of the United States with respect to us ?  In order
0 show that, 1 am forced to go back to the treaty of cession of Louisiana ;
and- I am under the greater necessity of doing so, since the honorable M.
Duchatel has treated so lightly the 8th article of the treaty of Louisiana,
apon which the whole question rests. When Napoleon desired to cede
Louisiana to the United States, it was not a litigated right which he wished
‘o cede to them. Spain had made a full and entire abandonment o us.
The cession on her part was not completely cxecuted ; but the French au-
;horities had been several months in Louisiana, in order to receive posses-
sion, which was much desired by the inhabitants.

It was in this statc of things that Napoleon concluded the treaty of ces-
sion. 'T'he Spaniards, who had protested at first, no longer thought of op-
posing any obatacle to its execution. M, Lambot, as Prefect, took possession
in the name of France, and the American authorities received from the
French authoritics, and not from those of Spain, the possession and the
proprictorship of the State,

No doubt then exists as to the entire right of France ; no doubt as to
the honest intention and the impovtance of the two conditions of the cession,
A sum of eighty millions, of which twenty were applicable to the claims
of the United States, for osses which their commerce bad suffered from
the commencement of the war between France and England 5 such was the
first condition.  Observe, gentlemen, that it was then acknowledged b
the American plenipotentiaries themselves, that this sum of twenty mil.
Yions was probably greeter than the amount of the well founded claims,
and they even expressed a desive that France would renounce all claim to
any oxcess there might be,  This merits your attention,

You sce upon what footing, even in the conditions of the definitive treaty,
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the claimants value the losses for which they demand compensation; of
themselves, and without the chargs being made, the Americans acknow-
ledged that their demands were probably too high. The second condition
of the cession, stipulated by article 8, promised, forever, and not tempora-
rily, to Freuchmen, all the advantages attached ta nationality in Louisiana.

M. Lruchatel has endeavored, by figuracs, to show that those advantages
were of little value, and to prove that they do not merit the importance
which has been attached to them. In the mean time, gentlemen, it is cer-
tain that the United States firmly refused to perform the 8th article ; when
they urged their pecuniary claims, and when France demanded the execu-
tion of the 8th article, they refused to recognise the obligation. It is only
in 1831 that they appear to consent to the recognition, and then they ob-
tained the surrender in the treaty which is now proposed for your sanction.
It is not then a trivial right ; animaginary right; so much the less so, as
it was to have beex enjoyed forever.

Notwithstanding what M. Duchatel has said relative to the proposition
of the United Stetes, we have not forgotten the extent of Louisiana, that
immense territory, stretching from the Gulf of Mexico to the Pacific Ocean,
amd which the current of population from the east to the west of North
America is daily recovering from the state of nature, The greater the
advancement of the United States of America is admitted to be in their
commercial relations, or home Industry, the more important you must
acknowledge the right we should have enjoyed in Louisiana to have been
its importance is such indeed, that, at the end of half a century, that right
would have yiclded not merely an advantage of thirteen or fourteen thou-
sand fi‘ancs, as has been said, but incalculable commercial benefits.

What has been given as compensation for that advantage ? A temporary
reduction of duty on our wines ; a reduction compensated in another place
by a similar reduction of duties upon American cottons. It is objected
that there is no similarity in the cases, that cur commerce roquired a re-
duction of duty upon cottons; without doubt; but why not suppose that
the commerce of the United States equally required a reduction upon those
of wines? Wihat proves that it does not? You agree that their consump.
tion of wine augments every day ; it is therefore evident that it is to their
advantage to facilitate that consumption.

In relation to national preferences, I say frankly I think we may dispense
with belief in them. If our wines are preferred to those of other countries,
it is because our wines are much better ; not from any particular regard,
or individual kinduness, of which I believe there is very s)ittlo in matters of
trade.

The soundest calculutions are those upon which the United States of
America act, because they are essentially a commercial and calculatin

weople. They are so considered by every one who has lived in the Unite

tates ; by all who have had intercourse with their merchants, or with their
cabinet at Washington. We are asked, if we believe that the Government
of the Union will see this troaty rejected, which it regards as concluded,
withonut some resentinent ? If iv were necemsary to reply to that objection,
1 should Perhaps have to rafse my voice, not against the United States, but
against those ministers who have placed us in a position to excite such a
fear. )

In fact, the treaty was ratificd by the United States of America on the
2d of February, 1832, Nothing prevented the ministers of the King from
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receiving the news of that ratification during the month of April follow-
ing, and, as the Chamber was then in session, from communicating the
fact to it. Instcad of which, the treaty was only brought to the Chamber
during the two sessions of 1855, and always in such u mauncr as t pre.
vent immediate action. A great number of laws were presented fur dis-
cussion, before that which was to confirm the treaty,

We do not dispute the right of the Chamber to Jdebate one law in pre.
ference to another ; but we do say that the ministers, having a reasonable
ussurance of a majority in the Chamber, might easily have obtained
a fair hearing for the law relative to the treaty with the United States,
They did not endeavor to do so, and we find ourgelves to-day almost com-
pelled to accept this treaty. In a word, we are placed in a position in
which a refusal will appear almost an outrage to the Government with
which we treat. Is that the position we should occupy 2 Have the minis-
ters nothing to reproach themselves with ? Do they wish to make the vote
of the Chamber of Deputies a mere registering ? 1 it nut with this law as
with those granting supplementary appropriatious, and which are proposed
to us in the nameaf necessity, with the words—the expense has been incuvred,
and must be repaid ?  IF such a situation produces diichity, and some lit-
tle loss of dignity, it is not the fault 61 the Chamber ; gentlemen, you kffow
to whom the fault belongs.

But, gentlemen, if' you do not accept the treaty, you endanger an import-
ant commnerce. The United States will absolutely exclude your silks,
You put to buzard all the tariffs which regulate your comwmerce with the
United States.—In reply to thatassertion, I only supposeone thing, namely,
that in fact the United States may have no intervest in admitting your silks 3
that it may be their interest to exclude them. and to madify their tarift of du-
ties. Now, Iask you, after the treaty shall hase been ratified, and the pay-
ment made, what is to prevent the United States from changing their tariff
and excluding our silks? It would be licre only a delay of four or five years,
In fact, nothing is less certain than the pretended danger : and, 5 1 said at
the beginning, that nation which is essentially calculating and prudent,
will regulate its conduct by its commercial interests. I stating that the
Americans would renounce the French silk trade, and relinquish the con-
sumption of articles to which they give a prefevence, hear in what language
the Minister of Foreign ARairs expressed himself yesterday, The wor&s
are very important; I request the attention of the Chamber,

“It will be unnecessary for me to dwell upon considerations of publie
order, which are inscparable from the question. | will only obgerve to
the Chamber that, if by a dceision, which T must be permitted to call de-
plorable, there should be suddenly produced any great discouragement
in many branches of our industry, any great disturbance in our toreign
markets, it would multiply considerably the chanees of disorder in our
country ; and that the least of these inconveniences would oblige ug to
do for Bourdeaux, for Lyons, and for other eitics, what we have heen com-
pelled to wo iy La Vendde, to inercase onr military establishment,  fi
would not be necessary that this increas.: should be very gret, to abmh
the saving which is proposed for the relicf of the tax payers,”

I read a little further:

“As to the responsibility for events and consequences, rom  thic n-
ment, gentlemen, it no longer rests with s our task is finished -<yoary
comwenees,”

34
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Thus, gentlemen, you see in what light you atre to consider the discus-
sion. If you rejeet the law, you are told the eommeree of silks and wines
of France will cease in America ; this interruption will inevitably induce
disturhances at Lyons, and even at Bourdeaux ; and these disturbances
will be productive of such violent movements, that it will be necessary
to increase your military force.

And these words fell from the lips of the Minister of Foreign Affairs!
Observe, first, gentlemen, their eflect ahroad ; for you must know that
this tribune has its echoes; that the language here uttered is heard
afar, especially when it falls from the mouth of a minister of the King.

Henceforward, gentlemen, all nations having commercial relations with
‘us, either essential or advantageous to our industry, are invited, are en-
couraged, to bring forward their claims against us, well or ill founded,
and to carry their pretensions as high as they please ; since all then can
threaten, after the language of the Minister of Foreign Affairs, to inter-
rupt their commeree with you in case of refusal, and involve the nation
in the most violent troubles.

It is of little importance, when the consequences may bhe so serious,
that the language of the minister was addressed to the Chamber ot De-
puties, to the elected Representatives of France. Now, if in effect it
should happen, by any misfortune, that the labors of the silk manufacto-
ries of Lyons should be suspended ; thut the products should rentain on
hand ; that new troubles should break forth in consequence, in the second
city of the kingdom, to what cause would they be attributed? Who
would be pointed out to the animosity of the workmen, suffering with
hunger and distress? You—you who have refused to vote for a treaty
oppressive and burdensome to France.

Recently an article has been pointed out to you, inserted in the official
journal, which exposed the Chamber of Deputies to the animosity of the
army, on account of a reduction which they voted in the war budget.
The ministers of the King have honestly disavowed that article ; it isonly
to be regretted that it has not been explained how it came to be admitted
in a journal where no political article can get access without their order
or authority. It is not in a newspaper article to-day that an attack, no
Yess severe, has been made upon the Chamber. From this tribune even
bas it been proclaimed to the workmen-—if employment fails, if the com-
merce in silks, which feeds you, lunguishes, declines, or is threatened
with annihilation, you may attribute your miseries to the Chamber of De-
puties, which refuses to sanction a treaty perhaps unjust, but which they
ought to accept as a necessary sacrifice, in order to purchase the continu-
ance of our commercial relations.

In making this explanation, gentlemen, I certainly do not arraign the
intentions o% the minister whose words ] have recited ; but I cannot avoid
remarking, that this language, intended to make an impression upon your
minds, will have « wider range and a mcre dangerous tendency.

In this state of things, as I do not participate in thosc fears, so I hope
you will not; and, above all, gentlemen, that you will not accept the
treaty as a yoke which you must bear. I think that if it were forus to deter-
mine the clauses of the treaty, we could propose an amendment, and of-
fer to treat, if 1 may so éxpress myself, by compromise ; and in order to
terminate all discussions, we could vote a sum of ten or twelve millions;
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but to grant that only on condition of obtaining justice for our claim under
the 8th article of the treaty of cession of Louisiana, seeing that this arti-
cle possesses much greater importance than has heen given to it—an im-
portance acknowledged by the United States themselves.

But we are debating upon a treaty which we cannot modify. Then
let us not hesitate to reject it; a refusal will not be the signal of a rup-
ture between the United States and France. The iinmediate conse-
quence of a rejection will he an overture for, and conclusion of, a new
and more equal convention, based upon right and justice, in which the
ir:lterests of %rance, and those of the United States, will be both attend-
ed to.

M. Jay, reporter to the committee.

Gentlemen : The question submitled to you is of so much importance,
that I hope you will listen with gttention to the reflections which the re-
porter of your committee is charged to present to you. ‘

Numnerous objections have been raised against the bill which is submit-
ted to your deliberations. Never has a more spirited opposition been
manifested ; never have discordant opinions been more cffectually con-
centrated in order to defeat a proposition of the Government ; in this there
is nothing to surprise us. With some, the. difficulty lies in embracing, in
all its parts, a question so complicated ; with others, it is a very natural
desire of escaping from a pecuniary sacrifice, which is never yielded to
but with repugnance ; and we too, gentlemen, we have deplored this sa-
erifice ; and it is only after a long discussion of the inconveniences and
advantages of the treaty ; after having maturcly weighed the justice of the
Anmerican claims, that our conviction has been formed, and that wc have
decided, out of regard hoth to the moral and pecuniary interests of the
country, to propose to you the adoption of this bill.

The objections which have been presented to you may be divided into
two classes—general objections, and particular objections, I proceed to
examine them in succession. ]

The decrees of Berlin and Milan were just in their application to the
commerce of the United States, since the Federal Government did not
make its flag respected. This objection has been twice presented at this
tribune, I shall only examine it in regard to the public morals, which, as
M. Lamartine has said, is the highest of all interests.

Our honorable colleague, M. Bignon, has said to you, ¢ that a neutral
Government, placed hetween two belligerent parties, which does not make
its flag respected by one of them, has no right to demand that it shall be
respected by the other.”  These words have been pronounced with so much
assurance as an axiom of public law, that I have considered the proposi-
tion in all its aspects, in order to determine its correctness ; and after a
mature examination, [ do not hesitate to declare that It is immoral, and
contrary to the first principles of national law, It might be made the
fundamental principle of a code of maritime depredation ; and this I pro-
ceed to prove.

In order that a neutral vessel placed hetween two belligerent parties
may make its flag respected, it is necessary to admit, at least, that it have
the necessary strength to command and obtain this respect; otherwiss,
You justify injustice by injustice. I reject this justification in the name of
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humanity and reason. It would result, from the principles avowv.: by M.
Biguon, that weakness justifies spoliation. A merchant vessel belonging
to a neutral Power might find ierselt under the guns of an English fri-
gate ; she might be forced to subwit to an examination of her papers and
merchandise. This operation at an end, she might resume her voyage,
and meet, perhaps the same day, a French cruiser ; and because she had
suffeved a visit which she had not power to prevent, she is to be seized
and condemued. Here is an exemplification of wiiat is giventous as a
principle of the law of nations.

Fortunately, I can oppose to M. Bignon a most respectable authority ;
and that authority is himself,

To render the proposition of our honorable colleagne admissible, it
should be thus modified. A neutral Government placed between two
belligerent Powers, and strong enough to defend the honor of its flag,
onght to wake it respected by both parties. This is precisely what
the Americans did. As soon as they had a toferable navy, they de.
clared war against England; and that, in order to have their flag
respected.  Well, notwithstanding this perilous situation, at war with a
maritime Power like England, depredations were committed by us on
their commerce. T'hese depredations are entered on one of the lists which
were used in calculating the indemnification.

Again, it has been said, +¢as it is easy to demonstrate that in the course
of the war, and by means of the war, the Americans have in different
ways obtained inuch more than a compensation for their losses, it follows
that the amount of indemuification, in the present case, should be reduced
very low.”

It is, perhaps, for the first time, that the legitimate benefits derived by a
neutral nation, from the natural extension of its commerce, are urged as
a comnpensation for its losses, caused by & violation of the law of nations,
and for which it claims satisfaction. Undoubtedly the United States,
under the civcumstauces in which they were placed, and with their wise
policy, did profit by occurrences which unsettied the whole world. The
victims of the fury of all parties—the oppressed of all nations—all those
who sought a refuge from the general storm-—found protection and safety
in the United States. They carried there, some their wealth, others their
talents and industry. Thus, in the course of the war, and by means of
the war, their population and their resources were increased. It is by this
means, and by their commerce, that they have raised up a maritime force,
to which we shall, one day, owe the great blessing of the liberty of the
seas.

But, I ask you, what is there in common between these causes of pros.
Ferity and the claims of quict citizens, who, against all right, all justice,
1ave been violently stripped of their property, aud ruined by illegal con.
fiscations 7 How can the prosperity of a State be a compensation to an
unfortunato man reduced to misery ?

A Government is the natural protector of its subjects : it cannot aban-
don' their cause without risking its own dignity. As the private indi.
vidual cannot enfurce his rights, his Government is under an obligation
to have them respected @ it is « tucit convention between the members of a
society and the power which vepresents it. A citizen sy abandon his
rvights s & Government uever.  duch are the principles of the law of
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nations, which it is in vain to endeavor to obscure by sophisms. The
Ametican Government preseuts in this case an example by which all free
Governments would do well to profit.  No onc can reproach it for this.
In claiming indemnification for its citizens unjustly despoiled, it but dis- -
charges a duty. Jt is yours to examine whether the demand is just or

unjust. No ottier consideration ought to influence your deliberations

and the justice of this claim has been constantly acknowludged for twenty

years.

Our colleague, the deputy from Eure, (M. Bignon,) has said to you that
debts from one State to another are not such as improve by age : thus, the
older a debt is, the more justice there is in refusing to pay it. Thisis a
principle of morals entirely behind our age, and one which I cannot admit : -
besides, the present question is not concerning a debt from onc State to
another ; it is a debt {rom a State to the citizens of another country : itis
not the Federal Government that has suffered ; it is the American mer-
chants who lave sustained the damage for which reparation is demanded.

I will now answer an objection presented by M. Boissy d’Ang'  ~the
American Government ought to take into consideration the services which
France rendered to the United States during the war of independence.
Undoubtedly the armed intervention of France was a great assistance to
the United States in their contest with England., 'T'he Americans have
not forgotten it: the remembrance of the bravery and discipline of the
French army, of the good conduct, disinterestedness, and skill of its
illustrious chief, Marshal Rochambeau, will be always popular in the
United States : but it is here that we may say, the services of one State
to another do not improve by age. It was not only by sympathy in the
independence and liberty of the English colonies that the French Govern-
ment was led to form an alliance with them : it determined to efface, if
possible, the disgrace which it had contracted by the treaty of 1763 ; (o
weaken England, and restore the balance among the maritime Powers.
That war had not a sentimental object ; it had a political object : it was
for the interest of France that it was undertaken. This service rendered
to the United States, from calculation, does not in any manner justifly spo-
Jiations which have been committed to the prejudice of American citizeus.

It is proposed to us to follow the example of the Restoration, which was
never willing to acknowledge the American claims. It is certain that
therc has been more sympathy with the republic of the United States since
the revolution of July, than existed under the Restoration : there is no
need of explaining the reasons. However, it would be unjust to say
that the ministers of the Restoration denied the justice of the American
claims ; they acted like debtors who plainly acknowledge their debts,
but never pay them., The Minister of Koreign Affairs lias explained to
you with great clearness the different phases of the negutiations which
were cuarried on at that period. You .ave sven that the Americans were
not willing to join the Powers which coalesced against France,and profited
by our disusters to exhaust our treasury. If the United States hiad enter-
od into the Holy Alliance, they would have hiad nothing to ask of us at
this day. They are blamed for having rcsumed the negotiation after the
revolution of July. It is said they have Licen too impatient. Qbsorve,
ﬂ:"“"“““' that thoy have been negotiating for twenty years ; certainly, if
they have shown some impatience to come to & conclusion, I cannot re.
proach them for it; much less discern in that circumstance a sufficient
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cause for refusing them justice. ‘The ministry of which M. Casimir Pe-
rier was president, has been censured with bitterness; it has been said
that no other ministry would have approved the treaty. The present
Mimister of Foreign Affairs has nobly refused the exception. No com-
Plaint, as | have already said, was raised at the time against the treaty.
The decision of M. Casimir Perier was drawn from bigh political con-
siderations. It was necessary to extend eur commercial relations ; to
revive our then languishing manufactures ; to draw closer the bonds of
Triendship with a free peaple, who had reccived with enthusiasm the news of
the revolution of July. And what was required to accomplish these ends ?
A simple act of justice, which did honor to the nation and its Government.
Motives, which were then very powerful, appear to have lost their force
to-day. But, gentlemen, is our future so certain that you are willing to
risk a rupture with a friendly natien, which, under the Directory and un-
der the Empiro submitted to so many violations of the law of nations,
without committing against us a single act of hostility ; and which, at the
crisis when the Empire was sinking, was at war with our most formidable
enemy ? And to enable us to dispense with being just, I ask you, have we
made an cternal compact with peace?

I have now arrived at the last general objection which has been presented
to you against the treaty. You have been told that ¢ for eighty licenses
the United States were willing to liberate France from her whole debt to
them, Napoleon falls; it is not eighty vessels that are admitted into
our ports; they arrive by hundreds, without any condition, and without
regard to the country from which they may come.” It ishence concluded
that the American Government complains with a bad grace, alter having
been so largely indemnified.

Gentlemen, I am embarrassed to know how to treat this objection. It
hus been said that it was not serious ; and if I did not know that the speaker -
who has submitted it to you (M. Bignon) has a character as serious as his
talents are clevated, I should be tempted to think so myself, It is ne-
cessary, then, that I should resolve to examine it seriously.

There is a great difference of opinion as to the value of the licenses
which were issued by the Government during the continental blockade.
1 think 1 recollect that they were then very much sought after, and that
they bore a considerable value. In estimating them at 500,000 francs,
(and I do not think that this estinate is exaggerated, ) it was a sum of forty
millions that the United States would have received as a compensation for
the indemnification due to them. 'The fall of the Empire brought about
another order of things. Peace was re-established, and the ports of France
were opened to the commercoe of all maritime Powers, How can any one
asgimilate thr excrcise of a right common to all nations, to privileged li-
censes which would have profited only a single nation, and which would
have conferred advantages from which the others would have been ex-
cluded? This, gentlemen, passes my conception, If the United
States had been allowed to bring into France the products of the colonies,
they would have reaped ﬁreat advantages, which might have served to in-
demnify their citizens, because these colonial products were then of con-
siderable value : but when peace was made, this kind of merchandise fell,
in conserquence thereof, to its natural price, and nothing remained to the
merchants, of whatever country they might be, but the profits of ordinary
commerce. 'These two situations were very different, and, as I have just
8aid, no similitude can be cstablished between them,
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M. Bignon affirms that, after the treaties of 1800 and 3803, the United
States were expressly engaged to France not to suffer any violation of
their essential rights ; and from this ke draws the conclusion, that because
the United 8tates did not resist from the beginning the aggressions of
Great Britain, they have failed in their engagement towardy France. In
such serious matters the first duty is exactacss. Well, gentlemen, I have
read those treaties, and there is not a word in them of what M. Bignon
has told you ; there is not a passage from which onc can even infer such an
engagement. It is not true, morcover, that the United Stales submitted
quietly to the outrages of the two belligerent Powers. ‘I'he embargo which
has been spoken of, the non-infercourse ast, and, ubove all, the war of 1812,
prove that we cannot, without injustice, accuse them of not having sus-
tained their dignity as an independent nation.

A great deal has been said about the cession of Louisiana. Exaggera-
tion is an oratovical art, as well as any other 3 but it ought not to be made
use of befure an assembly of grave and enlightened men.  There is no one
among us who does not know that the Emperor ceded this colony only be-
causc he knew that he could not keepit.  In ceding it to the United States,
he saved it from the grasp of England ; and cighty millions were the price
of this politic cession. You have been told of the immense injury that
has been causced by the infraction of the 8th article of the treaty of 1808,
The Minister of Foveign Affairs, by the aid of very simple calculations,
has demonstrated to you that the compensation established by the reduction
of the duties on our wines, and, I will add, by the removal of the import
duties upon our silks, is advantageous to our commerce ; and that we
cannot lose such an advantage without disturbance in our manufacturing
and commercial towns.

After having exhausted the series of gencral objections, I come now to
the particular objections ; to those, at least, which appearto be of a nature
to fix your attention.

1 ought, first, to repel an inconsiderate reproach, which I have been sur-
prised to hear from the mouth of a celleague assisted in the deliberations
of your committee.

It relates to the list comprising twelve vessels seized before the 1st of
November, 1810, and condemned subsequently ; that is to say, after the ab-
solute revocation of the prohibitory deerecs, I reveal this fact,” says
M. Bignon, ¢ that the Chamber may sec with what indulgence the Ameri-
can claims have been listened to.” ‘

Here 1 do not wish, and 1 oughit not, to accuse M. Bignon of any thing
buta want of attention or of memory ; and [ would he understood as making
this reservation, le has forgotten that we hrought to hear, with all the
force of which we were capable, the motives for not admitting this list, and
that we carried the respective values outside of the estimate of those ac-
knowledged asjust ; (vide puge417;) submitting the question morcovertothe
decision of the Chamber, No, gentlemen, there has been in the discussions
of your committee neither partiality for the immoral system of confisca-
tion, nor indulgence towards the elaims which have been the consequences

Jofit. We have considered ourselves as arbiters in a transaction in which
it was nceessary to hring together and reconcile opposing interests.  We
have also taken into serious consideration our actual situation, and the ir-
reparable damage which might be caused to our commerce and manufac.
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tures by the rupture of a rcaty which the United States have looked upon
for thice years as a thing aceomplished.

Do not suller yourselves to be seduced, gentlemen, by assertions which
are hazarded, but which events will not fail to falsify.  Our honorable col-
league has teld you, with an allirmative tone, that the rejeetion of the treaty
would have no influence upon the relations of friendship and commcree that
exist between Franee and the United States ; that we need not fear any
augmentation of the dutics in the ports of the Union, either upon our
wines or our sitks.  Gentlemen, do not place confidence in such assertions ;
they might draw you irto a decision for which you would be alone respon-
sible 1o the country, and of which, enlightened by experience, you would
some day bitte:ly regret the sad results.

What particularly interested your committee was, toknow whether we
did or did not owe indcmaification to the United States. ‘The debt has
never Leen denied, not even, as I have told you, under the Restoration.
The only dispute has been about the amount of the sum due.  We have
made a compromisc ; but what is a compromise > It isan agrecment, say
the writers on public law, by which, without determining preciscly upon
the justice of the opposing pretensions, there is a relaxation on both sides,
unti! the parties come to an arrangement. It is in politics the means of
terminating peaceably the differences which spring up between two inde-
pendent nations, whose interest it is to live in friendship. It is, above
all, in this view, as a compromise, that your commnittce has consideredthe
treaty of 1831, If it has discusscd secondary questions, it was that it
might iiave the right to suy to you that the estimate of the indenmnifica-
tion had been maﬁe conscientiously, and after mature reflection ; forasto
the fundamental question, to aseertain whether you ought to adopt the pro-
poscd bill, it has ouly consulted the good of the country, and has been
influenced in its decision only by motives of justice, and of political and
counuacrcial interest.

Some: sl)cnko,rs have attacked the bases of valuation upon which we have
roceeded, for determining the amount of the indemnification. I willnot
ere return o the caleulations which have been presented to you, either

in the report of your committee, or at this tribune. I will cite to you one
fact, which will prove that we have adopted the most moderate rates in
the caleulation of our estitnates. We have estimated only at 13,000 francs
cach the whole number of one hundred and thirty-four vesscls, for
which indemnification was allowed, T ask of all the honorable members
of the Chamber, who know any thing about shipbuilding, who know,
above all, the valuc of manual labor on the other side of the Atlantic,
whether it was possible to adopt a lower standard of vaiue ?

1 come, finally, to the objection which appears to have made the greatest
impression upon the Chatiber, ¢ It is not to the United States,” it has
been said, “that France will pay the twenty-five millions, but to some
speculators who have purchased at a low price the Amcrican claims.”

rentlemen, even if the assertion were true, we ought still to accept the
trcat(, hut it rests only upon vague rumors ; we have required ti. it one fact
should be cited, one single fact ; we have not heen able to obtain an answer.
Well, gentlemen, I will myself cite to you a respectable authority, which
will prove to you what little confidenee you ought to place in the rumors
of which I have just spoken.  An honorable member of the bar of Paris,
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who has been an advocate in the Court of Cassation, M. de Lagrange,
who enjovs general esteen, has addressed to me a letter, of which he has
authorized me to make usc. | find in it the following passage :

“ M. Bignon has insinuated that the indemnification had hecome the
prev of speculators.  Leaving aside the great publicity of the commission
for liyuidation sitting at Washington, | am led to think that he has been
incorreetly informed, beeause the numerous demands for documents which
I receive from the United States, are addressed to me by the individual
owners of the captured vessels 1 have formerly defended.”

At the close of this long and painful discussion, 1 have only to present
to the Chamber some general observations.

I am not astonished at the differences of opinion which have sprung up
on the subject of the treaty of 1831. These differences existed also among
your committee. It was only after having consulted all the documents;
after having received all the explanations which it was pussible to obtain;
after having ascertained the truth of all the official statements, and of all the
calculations, that your committee, of which M. Bignon was one, decided
unanimously to acknowledge that the demand of the United States was
just in principle, and, hy a majority of cight voices against one, that the
rate of indemnification had been conscientiously regulated.

Now, gentlemen, | would say, if I did not know your loyalty, that you
have the power of refusing to be just; that there is no superior tribunal to
which an appeal can be taken from yourdecision. Itis precisely because
your position is such, that you ought to guard yoursclvesagainst all influ-
ence of position or party, against all prejudice arising from personal in-
terest. The question is one of justice. Itis, above all, to nations that are
free and proud of their liberty, that it helongs to give to the world lessons
of high morality. Be assured that the enemies of your revolution await
with anxiety the issue of your deliberations; and that they would applaud
a result which would have the eflect of scparating two .nations, which
ought to remain united in the interest of liberty and civilization,

Our true position, in this respect, could not escape a man so enlighten-
ed and of so pure a patriotism as M. Bignon. ‘It cannot he disputed,”
he has said, ¢ that when a treaty has been three years in existence, the
Government, to which its stipulations are advantageous, has aright to be-
lieve that its henefits arc fully secured. Such is in fact the situation of
the Federal Government. This Government would have to complain,
not of us, but of our cabinet, for having been so long left under the per-
suasion that the stipulations of 1831 would be confirmed. The sacrifice
which you will make under these circumstances, you will make (and it
is important thal the Federal Government should he convineed of it)
to a delicate and genecrous sentiment, for which it will give you eredit.”

I wish, indecd, that the sacrifice of which M. Bignon speaks may bhe
made to a sentiment of delicacy and gencrosity.  Those scutiments agree
perfectly with justice and publicinterest ; but from whatever motive you
may decide in favor of the treaty of 1831, you will not the less have ren-
dered an eminent service to your commerce and your manufactures.

See, gentlemen, what England did in a situation similar to thatin
which we are placed. The United States claimed indemnification for
opoliations committed upon their commerce. The English Parliament did
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not hesitate to acknwledge the justice of their claims, and thirty-two mil-
lions werc allowed to the United States.

Gentlemen, in coming to this tribune to deposite your votes in the urn,
ask yourselves il you are willing to become responsible for the conse-
quences of a rupture of the treaty ; if you are willing to answer to the
country for the disasters which it may bring upon your commerce and
your manufuctures. It is at once a question of justice and of national
interest. It is under this double aspect that it has been viewed by your
committee, which persists in its conclusions.

M. BErrvER.

I request the Chamber not :o close the general discussion until I have
addressed to the Minister of Forcign Affairs a question which appears to
me to be of the greatest importance in respect to the principal object of
the law. If the Chamber will permit me to make the inquiry, I will
limit myself to a single question.

Yesterday, the Minister of Foreign Affairs, in endeavoring to stow
that the amount of the indemnification of 23,000,000 had bheen re-
gulated upon fixed bases, presented to you, in four distinet classes, the
objects of the American claims. Leaving aside the first of these classes,
1 pass to the second. It concerned American vessels seized before the
United States could have known of the decrce of Rambouillet, in the
ports of St. Schastian, Bilboa, and Les Passages. Aceording to the
notes which I have taken of his speech, the minister said that there
were in these three ports twenty-cight American vessels and thirty-five
cargoes, which were taken possession of by the French agents; and he
even remarked, that the American vessels entered those ports only upon
the invitation of a French commander, M. Thouvenot.

It is proper to add, gentlemen, that, according to the minister, the ves-
sels scized at St. Sebastian, Bilboa, and Les Passages, arc alinost the
only ones as to the value of which there are any data that are at all cer-
tain. The sales made in those ports have served to fix this value, and
give an average of 221,482 francs and 20 centimus ; so that, according to
the calculations of the minister, the thirty-five vessels and cargoes con-
fiscated in the three Spanish ports by the French agents would present a
total value of 7,851,818 francs; and it is for these 7,851,813 franes that
the confiscated vessels are included in the total allowanee of 25,000,000.

Thus, according to the minister, in giving 25,000,000 to the United
States, 7,851,873 were given to them for the vessels confiscated in the
ports of Spuin.

Now, I ask the minister how it is that the French Government, treat-
ing with the United States for the redress of all their grievances suffered
from France, among which are included an amount of nearly 8,000,000
for the confiscations made in Spanish ports, has paid no regard to the
treaty by which this claim has been settled, and definitively scttled, be-
tween Spain and the United States > The terms of the treaty concluded
the 22d of Fchruary, 1819, hetween the Spanish Government and the
United States, are substantially as follows :

The Spanish Government cedes the Floridas to the United States.
The stipulations, which were the conditions of this transfer, framed in
the same spivit with the cession of Louisiana in 1803, by the French
Government, are these :
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“ The two high contracting parties, animated with the most earnest
desire of reconciliation, and with the object of putting an end to all the
differences which have existed between them, and of confirming the good
understanding which they wish to be forever maintained between them,
reciprocally rencunce all claims for damages or injuries which they them-
sclves, as well as their respective citizens and subjects, may have suffer-
ed, until the time of signing this treaty.

« The renunciation of the United States will extend,

1. To all the injuries mentioned in the convention of the 1tth of
August, 1802,

« 2, To all claimson account of prizes made by French privateers, and
condemned by French consuls, within the territory and jurisdiction of
Spain.”

Y Article 11. The United States exonerate Spain from all demands in
future, on account of the claims of the citizens to which the renuneia-
tions herein contained extend, considering them entirely cancelled, and
undertaking to make satisfaction for the same to an amount not exceeding
five millions of dollars.”

Finally, ¢ Article 14. The United States hereby certify that they
have not received any compensation from France for the injuries they
suffered from her privateers, consuls, and tribunals, on the coasts and in
the ports of Spain; for the satisfaction of which, provision is made by
this treaty; and they will present an authentic statcinent of the prizes
made, and of their true value, that Spain may avail herself of the same,
in such manner as she may deem just and proper.”

Thus, gentlemen—

A MEeMBER,

Those are not scizures made by Government, but by privateers.

Tur PRESIDENT.

M. Berryer has not finished. Let him speak. You shall answer him
direetly. ’

M. Berry: r.

“ For the injurics they suffered from these privatcers, these consuls,
and these tribunals, on the coasts, and in the ports of Spain.” The ob-
jeets of the indemnification are, then, the seizures made in the Spanish
ports.  You see, gentlemen, that the Government of the United States
reccives a compensation for this class of its claims in the cession of the
Floridas ; that the Government of the United States obliges itself to in-
demuify its own subjects for the damages caused by the French Govern-
ment ; and that, in fine, the claim of the United States, if claim there be,
;? transferred to Spain, which, in its turn, may prefer claims against

ranee.

‘This would then be a question between us and Spain ; and the United
States are completely uninterested in the seizures, the confiscations, and
the condemnations, which took place during the French oceupation of
Spain,  Thus 8,000,000 are to he deducted from the 25,000,000 which
we allow. It is on this point that I ask an explanation.

SeviraL MeMorRs,

It is not difficult to give it

M. BerrvEen,
We shall see.
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Tue Mistsver or Foreios Arrams,

The explanation which the honorable member asks is not difficult to
give.  The treaty of which he speaks, and of which I have but a very
imperfect knowledge, as it does not at all eoncern Franee, has nothiug to
do with the question of the vessels seized at Bilboa, Les Passages, and
St. Schastian, in 1809.  These vessels ad been attraeted into those ports
by the invitations of the French General who commanded them, on the
part of France.  They were scized, and were not captured by privateers ;
they were not tried before French tribunals ; in fine, they did not come
within any of the classes just enumeratel. I should like to have before
me the treaty of which the honorable 1member has spoken, in order to
make the comparison. These vessels had been attracted into the ports
of Bilhoa, Les Passages, and St. Sebastian, by the invitations of the
French Governor.

On the 10th of Febi.ary, 1810, a seeret order was issu~d to seize the
vessels and their cargoe... and to bring them into Bayonne. It was then
that they fell under the + zeree of Rambouillét, which direeted that they
should be sold, and the procceds deposited as consignments.  Afterwards
came the decrce of Trianon, which ordained that the money thus depo-
sited as consignments should be transferied to the publie Treasury.

These are the facts as they transpired between the American Govern-
ment and the French vovernment,

The treaty which has just been cited had for its object to settle the
debt of Spain to the United States of America ; and by no means to settle
the debt due by France to the American Government, arising from events
which occurred within the Spanish territory.

These ships were seized in Spain, hut were taken to France, and there
confiscated.  They are by no means eccmprised in the treaty which has
just been spoken of; they were very legitimately included in the calcu-
lation of the estimates which I submittzd yesterday to the Chamber,

M. Bernven,

I helieve that the Minister of Foreign Affairs, who is not very familiar
with the treaty of 1819, did not comprehend the terms of that treaty
when I read it.

It is evident that the question here is as to the indemnification granted
by the Spanish Government, on accourt of claims founded on lists of cap-
tures, procecded upon by French tribunals and French consuls, in the
Spanish territory.

Thesc are the terms of the article,  Permit me again to read it

A MrMBER.

And the transfer to Bayonne.

M. Berrven, .

'I;lhe transfer 1o Bayonne, You will see if the treaty does not apply
to that. )

What do the United States give up? And what do they receive in
exchange ?

M. Berryer reads the lrealy again.] )

he Minister of Foreign Aflairs has told you that the treaty has no
relation (o any thing which interests France, or to any thing which France
may owe. But, on the contrary, the 1.ith article relates specially to what
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the United States might have demanded from France ; and these very
pretensions they give up to Spain. v

It is then evident that this is a satistaction granted by Spain for claims
which the Government of the United States might urge against France,
since the United States thought themsclves obliged to declare that they
had received nothing on account of them fi .m France.

Now we shall clear away all that is equiv..-al in the case.

The Minister of Foreign Affairs has prepared a statement of losses,
depredations, and confiseations, which he has valued aceording, to uncer-
tain bases, at 25,000,000.

fIc has pointed out, besides, two or three classes which would raise
the debt to twenty-eight millions.  Sinee he has collected with =0 much
care all the documents which could prove the prizes made by French
privateers, and the condemnations pronounced against the United States,
has he prepared another distinet statement of what is included in this
treaty ?

Frunce has never been subjected to any other claims by reason of the
conduct of her consuls, of her agents, of her tribunals,

It is cvident that we are paying cight miflions which Spain has adready
paid.

Tue MixisTER or FOREIGN AFFAIRS.

Not one of these vessels was captured by French privateers; not onc
was pronounced upon by French cousuls 5 not one was pronounced upon
by Freneh tribunals 5 consequently, there is not one to which the article
just spoken of is applicable.  They were confiscated by an order of the
Cabinet. [ After sume difference as lo the right of the floor,)

M. Mavauis,

This incident was sufficient to show you how little the matter has heen
examined. In truth, what was the first word spoken by the Minister of
Foreign Aflairs It was, that he had a very confused reeollection of the
treaty made between Spain and the United States for the eession of the
Floridas. »

What ! the minister has a confused recolleetion of a treaty which ought
to form one of the principal bases of the negotiation !

During the period of our great wars, the ports of Spain being open to
us, our privateers cwrried their prizes into them, and onr consuls pro-
noueed condemnation,

The United States, then, had a right to demand indemnification from
Spain, heeause it was in Spain that the injury was committed 5 and from
Franee, heeause it was the Freneh that caused the injury.

It heeame indispensable then to know what prizes were taken into the
ports of Spain by our privateers ; it beeame indispensable o know what
claims of the United States were paid by Spain by means of the eession
of the Floridas; and, in truth, it is impossible to artive ot an exact knosw-
ledge of our debt, without first knowing the purtion of it which has heen
paid Igly' Spain,

In the treaty of 1819, the United States estimated their elaims ot five
millions of dollars, “Fhis single estimate provees thay they Dad forgotron
nothing ; it proves that a great part, ot feast, it not the whole, of the
damage done by our mine to the mavine of the U nited States was poidd
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by the cession of the Floridas ; and, consequently, Spain may one day
have claims to urge against us, and we shall be liable to pay twice on
the same account.

‘This is not the only case, gentlemen, which may serve to show you how
imperfectly this matter has heen examined. You have been spoken to
continually ahout the treaty for the cession of Louisiana ; but there are
some things which have not been mentioned.  1have seen, by the report
of your committee, that they have not at all attended to that treaty.

When the French ministers demanded of the United States reparation
for the injuries which resulted to France from the non-exceution of the
treaty of 1303, it is pretended that the United States offered to grant to
our shipping the privileges of the most favored nation, upon condition that
we would grant the same advantages to the American sh’pping.

The United States could not hold this language ; it was contrary to the
treaty. Your ministry, if they had acquiesced, would have proved that
the treaty was not understood by them. .

. According to the convention, we ought always to enjoy in the ports of

Louisiana the same privileges as the most favored nation. [ Denial from
the ministerial bench.] [ have ascertained its truth ; the 8th article pro-
vides that in the ceded ports of Louisiana we should enjoy forever the
same privileges as the most favored nation.  Whenever I afirm a thing,
you may be sure that I have ascertained the truth of it.

Tue MiNisTER oF FOREIGN AFFaIRs,

That we shall sec presently.

M. MauGuin.

Be it so. We shall sec whether there are two different cditions of
the same treaty.

[M. IsanseRT hands to the Speaker a copy of the treaty.]

M. Mauvgruin,

Iere is the text:

“ Arr. 8. In future, and forever after the expiration of the twelve
years, the ships of France shall be treated upon the footing of' the most
favored nations, in the ports above mentioned.”

Tur MinNisTeR oF FOREIGN AFFAIRS,

Look at articte the Tth.

M. MavGuin.

Look at article the Tth! 1t is very long, but if you wish, I will read it
to you.—[ Yes ! Yes!]

Tue MinisTew oF FOREIGN AFFAIRS,

You will sec that they have assured to France, for twelve years, the
same treatment vhich their own vessels have, and—

[ Noise.]

M. Mavcuin,

¢ Art. 7. Shall be admitted during the space of twelve years, in the
ports of New Orleans, and in all other legal ports of entry within the
ceded territory’—

From the ministerial bench.—For twelve years.

M. Maveuin,

That is what I said. For twelve years we were to be exempt from
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duty in the ceded territorics, und we were o be treated forever in the
ceded ports upon the footing of the most favored nation. [ Yes ! Yes!
That is it.]

But this is one of the conditions of the cession of Louisiana ; conse-
quently, it is a part of the price of that cession.

The United States could not impose upon the exereise of our right a
new condition of reciprocity. We were cntitled to enjoy it without re-
ciprocity.

We had the right in the eeded ponts for twelve years to pay no more
than the Americans themselves, and we had the right forever to pay no
n.ore than the most favored nation; and if the United States have failed
to perform those conditions, it does not follow that our right has ccased.
It is like a sale of real estate, upon which the seller may always return if
the price is not paid. Here the rules of the civil law are applicable ; they
belong also to the law of nations.  Then all the reasonings which have
been presenied at the tribune in explanation of motives, and even in the
report of the committee, are done away.  The matter has not been suffi-
ciently studied ; our right has not been made known to the United States.

They may have been ignorant of ity or they may have disregarded it.
Be it so; they negotiated for themselves ; but you, you were charged to
negotiate for France. How, then, is it that you were ignorant of our
trcaty and our rights?

It has been said that the Restoration was upon the point of negotiation
when it was overthrown.  ‘Fhis is an error; and 1 shall velute a particular
fact in regard to it, which will have influence, and which, moreover,
does honor 10 a man now in misfortune. [ Hear ! Hear!]

The Chamber appointed Messis. Madicr de Montjau, Berenger, and
mysclf, commissioners for the purpose of conducting the trial of the late
ministers of Charles X, and we went to Vincennes in order to proceed
with the interrogatories. It is necdless to say to you that these interro-
gatories were conducted as they ought to be in every criminal case, We
gave M. de Polignac, when we were interrogating him, some time for rest 3
and, during that interval, we entered into conversation. We were
speaking (1 do not know how it happened) upon the subject of the
American claims; I appeal to the recollection of my colleagues ; and
the expression of M. Polignae docs him honor.  When these claims were
mentioned, he eried out, under the impulse of national feeling, “Take
care, we owe them nothing: 1 have studied the question; we owe
them nothing!”  This exclamation was uttered with so much energy,
that it showed a patriotic fecling to which T am happy always to
do justice, [Itold M. de Polignac so at the time. We read his se-
cret correspondence on the subject of the East, and we then found,
with astonishment, | confess, that his policy was frank, firm, and French ;
more 80, perhaps, than the policy of the existing ministry, [ Interrup-
tion.] .

Since chance has led me to speak of the old ministry, | here express
my regret, that when I was called upon by the Chamber of i-cers for my
evidence, the accused ministers scemed to be afraid of my deposition,
Their fears determined me to abstain. I should only have ‘stated, how-
ever, in regard to M. de Polignac, the two facts of which | have just
spoken, because they do him honor; and 1 should also have stated, in
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{avor of M. Pcyronnet, a fact which is equally honorable to him, {exrcla-
mations,} which is, that we are indehted to him, and to him alune, for
the return of the descrters from the army of Spain. [ Disturbance.)

I return to the question. 1lere, then, are two eircumstances which
show that the question has not been studied. In the first place, no at-
tention has been paid .to the treaty with Spain; and, in the next place,
the treaty made between us -and the United States, respecting the ces-
sion of Louisiana, has been misapprehended. | wil' udd, that the ex-
amination of this question, as it respeets the commercial relations of
France and the United States, has heen equally negleeted.  The United
States furnish us with raw matcrials, cotton, woods and tobaeco. France
consumed in 1832 thirty-three millions of kilogrammes of cotton, of
which twenty-seven millions came .fom the United States. As the
United States send us their raw materials, they have the greatest interest
in maintaining with us relations of commeree and friendship. We have
a like interest, I confess.  We, ourselves, ought to seck to prescrve a
good understanding with the United States; but it is not the less true,
that to them in general belong the advantages of our relutions, and we
have proof of it in the comparative amount of navigation between the
two countries, during the four years from 1829 to 1832, In these four
years, we have sent to America 279 vessels, of which the tonnage was
79,018 kilogrammes. [?] The United States have sent us 1,515 vessels,
of which the tonnage was 854,000 kilogrammes. [?] They, then, not we,
have enjoyed the advantages of navigation ; they, not we, have profied
by them. Thus, you need not fear reprisals on their part.

What, then, is the language of the minister in this respeet? I you
reject the treaty, says he, you may expect reprisals. But have not the
States also to fear reprisals on our part?  We have our rights, our in-
terests to defend, as well as they ; let us defend our interests and our
rights.

I will not leave this tribune without saying a word in reference to a
consideration presented yesterday by the minister at the close of his
speech. 1low! the people of other countries are told that if we rejeet
the treaty, we have reason to fear that troubles will break out in our
citics and among our manufacturers!

Has the minister forgotien that we are now negotiating with England,
and that he is furnishing her with arms against us>  England will say to
him that she also possesses the power of exciting commotion in Franee,
and that she will excrcise it if we oppose her demands. It will, at
length, be nccessary to yield, or pay all that is asked of us. With such
a policy, and such cousiderations, diplomacy is degraded; a nation is
disgraced.  And when a Government is obliged to say that it always
trembles at theddea of popular commotion, it leads the world to think
that it always trembles at the idea of u foreign enemy.

A Memuer.

Very well! Very well!

M. Mavauis,

This shows but littde knowledge of Franee,  France (and her Govern-
ment ougit {0 be like hor) nover trembles, cither hefore popalar com-
motion or foreign arus.

Toe Mixmvek or Fonvtex Areains, '

Gentlemen, the Govertiwent fieds itsel placed in a very strange posi.
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tion. 1t is charged with explaining a treaty, a treaty which is warmly
assailed. ‘This treaty, the Government, since it has signed it, considers
as just, wise, and politic. In order to prove that it is just, it becomes
recessary to show that the Government with which it has been co~clud-
¢d has a right to the indemnification which is allowed. Yet, when the
Government is accomplishing this task, the Minister of Forcign Affairs is
accused of speaking as an American minister would, and of defending
the interests of the American Gevernment.

What do yon wish us to do, gentlemen ? - Do you wish us to come here
and say that the treaty which has been signed is neither just, nor wise,
nor politic? ‘That, in teuth, is asked i us.

You are indignant, because we attempt to prove that, in ullowing twen-
ty-five millens as indemnification to the Government of the United States,
we are only paying a just and real debt. 'Then youare indignant, because,
having inserted commercial stipulations in the treaty, we endeavor to
demonstrate that those stipulations are cenducive to the interests of both
countries,

And when, in finc, the Government, obliged to call upon the Chamber to
reflect upon the consequences of an act su scrious as the annulling of u
treaty of this kind, dirvects its attention to the effects which might re- it
trom a disturbance of the general state of our commerce, we are told that
we are denvuncing France to foreign nations as a country which can be
swayed by the tempest of popular commotion.

Gentlemen, § repeat, what are the arguments that you wish the Go-
vernment to make use of?  How can it justily the treaty, if not by speak-
ing the truth, and stating the real consequences which the rejection of the
faw will occasion?

‘The Government is then obliged to tell the Chiamber the whole truth ;
it is obliged to say to it that in granting the twenty-five millions, ithas
granted them for a real debt, and that, if it is obliged to pry this sum to
the United States, it is not the fault of the Government ; it is the fanlt of
the sitwation in which it finds itself placed. I repeat, it is highly ne-
cessary that you should know the principles upon which it has been deter-
mined to agree to this sum of twenty.five millions.

The Government is equally obliged to inform you by what considera.
tions of policy it was decided to admit the rommercial stipulations which
ave inscrted in the tieaty, and it is obliged to warn the Chamber of the
wonsequences of the determination which it is about to make. This is not
Uetraying the intercsts of France ; itis only telling the truth to the Cham-
ber and to France ; for it is one of the conditions of this Government, that
the truth should be spoken at the tribune,

The Government lias been very often accused of serving foreign Govern-
ments, because it has spoken the truth, and has warned the Chamber of
the consequences which might follow its determinations: but gentlcmen, I
vepeat, it is a characteristic (of this Government to speak out openly,
and before all the world.

I come now to the question of the treaty of Louisiana,

It appears to me that we agrce about the facts. There is a provision in
the treaty of 1803, by which France reserves to French vesseis, in the
wrts of her ancient colony, all the privileges which belong to vessels of the

nited States, for twelve years ; and, at the expivation of the twelve years,
35 '
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the privileges which belong to the most favored nation. 'These are the
facts; they are not disputed,

What wasthe dificulty ?  ‘T'he American Government had offered to the
vessels of every nation in Europe the same privileges as their own vessels
enjoyed, upon comdition of reciprocity. 'The English Government had
accepted the privileges shus offered, on condition of recipiucity.

‘The French Government demanded, in the ports of Louisiana, the same
privileges which were enjoyed by the vesscls of the United States, on the
ground that the English Government possessed these privileges in all the
ports of the Union, n * excepting those of Louisiana.  Qut of this demand
there arose a dispute, hich lasted several years, which did not belong
particularly to the present Government, which it did not originate, but
which it faund in existence when it came into power, and has conducted to
its termination. "The dispute was this:

The American Government said—Do you conceive that in granting to the
Euglish Government, upon condition of reciprocity, the privileges which
belong to our own vessels, we have conferred upon them a favor 2 If so,
you have a right to it; we offer it to you, Are you not willing to take it
on the same coudition ? 1 not, we say that you yourselves acknowledge
itis nota favor, and of course the article is not applicable. '

‘The French Governnent maintained, on the contrary, that it had the
right to the advantage without the condition ; to the privileges of American
vessels without reciprovity.

M. Devangay.

That is evident !

Tng MiNister o¥ ForelR Arrains,

Which was right aml which was wrong in this dispute 2 1 assert that
it is now perfectly immaterial, inasnuch as the Government of the United
States has yielded on this point, and has acknowledged the right of France,
for some reason or other, whether it be from couviction or from weariness
of the controversy.

I say again, itis of little importance ; from the time that the right of
France was acknowledged, there has been no further dispute.

What then occurred ! The Government of the United States suid, that
to make an inequality setween the different ports of the Union was contra-
ry to the American Constitution. ‘They wished to negotiate with France
on this subject, and to purchase the right which France had, and which
was conceded to it.  Thus, after acknowledging the right, they consented
to negotiate, and offered an equivalent.

T'he question now subinitted to the consideration of the Chamber, there-
fore, is this : the point is not to ascertain which was right or wrong—
the Freuch Government or the American Government 3 it is to ascertaiu
whether the French Government, in negotiating respecting this right, and
in parting with it for an equivalent, has done an act hurtful or ueoful to the
interests of France,

We have endeavared {o demonstrate that the French Government, in
surrendering the right, acknowledged 1o result from the 8th article of the
treaty of Louisiana, and accepting an equivalent in exchange, has donc
only what is reasonatle and advantageous ; in order to prove it, I have
whown on the one hard the value of the right, and the value of the equi.
valent upon the other. It s clear that that is the only way to settle
the question,
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The right conferred on France, by the 8th article of the treaty of 1803,
was to national treatment forever in the ports of Louisiana.

What is the difference between the treatment of the French flag now,
and that treatment to which it would be entitled if the provisions of tae
treaty of Louisiana were recognised and applied > In other words, how
much more does the French flag pay in the ports of Louisiana, than it
would pay if m:ced on the footing of the American ?

We ﬁ:ve shown that since the convention of 24th June, 1882, by which
alldiseriminating duties—all, I repeat ~were abolished between the United
States and France, there does not exist in any of the ports of the Union,
not exeepting those of Louisiana, a single difference between the French
and the American flags, except the duty of five francsperton. Thus the
advantage we renounced would have been a saving of five {rancs per ton
upon French vessels entering the ports of I.ouisiana.

Such is the advantage we have yielded. We sought for an equivalent,
and, in doing so, calculated the number of vessels and the amount of ton-
nage entering the ports of Louisiana. We have shown that during a period
of fourteen years, not more than seven or eight ¥rench vessels, on an
average, came to entry in those ports cach year. 1 have not the precise
number before me, but I stated it yesterday to the Chamber.

The result, however, was an annual advantage of 14,000fr. deduced
from the average of fourteen years. It is, then, this saving of 14,000fr.
which the French Government renounced for French commeree ; it has
deprived French commerce of just so much money.

Now what have we in return? We have shown that the equivalent
offered us was an important reduction in the established duties upon our
wines, a reduction producing a saving to the amount of 800,000 franes per
aniunit,

M. Demangay.,

There is the crror.

Tur MivisTeER or FOREIGN AvFalns,

We have demonstrated it, and M. Duchatel has again proved it this day.
The Government has exchanged an advantage of 14,000fr, per annum for
one of 800,000y, per annum.

M. DeMargay.

‘T'here is no comparison.

Tue Minister or Forutan Arvains,

‘T'he only difference is, that the benelits secured to Freneh conimerce by
the treaty of Lonisiana were perpetual, whilst the advantage resulting
from the tariff of wines is only for ten years. We have obsorved, that
difference should be taken into aceount, just as it would be in conuner-
vial offairs.

Nothing is easier than to compare the saving resulting from 14,000
per annum forever, with 800,000fr. per annum for 10 years; and when
the comparison is made, it will be secn that in seven or eight years the
latter will equal the former.

T'his is what 1 said yesterday ; it is correet, and capable of demonstra-
tion with the most rigorous precision, [said thatthe I'rench Government
had not betrayed the interests of France in renouncing for the benefit of our
commeree a perpetual advantage of 14,000fr. per anhum, in exchange for
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80:),000fr. per annum during ten years. We did not admit that right to
be negatived which belongs to France by the treaty of 1803; we ha~ on
the contrary, obtained an acknowledgment f.om the Uniteo States of .ie
validity of the right claimed by the French Government urder the 8th
article of that treaty ; and after that acknowledginent, we: have exchanged
this right for another, which appeared to us more advaniageous.

As to the Spanish treaty, the reason why it is not freshin my memo. ;
is, because it was not a treaty between Frauce and a foreign country, but
between two foreign countries.

I say, merely, that taking the articles such as they are in that treaty,
these is not one of them which is applicable to one of the vessels mentioned
intheaccount I presented yesterday ; not one of those vessels was captured
by a French privateer and carried into the ports of Spain; not one of them
was condemned by a French consul upon the Spanish territory, nor pro-
nounced upon by French tribunals after having been seized and conducted
into the Spanish ports. They make a class altogether special and peculiar.

General Thouvenot, the commandant at St. Sebastian, had, with the
authority of Government, attracted to the poris of Spain a great number
of American vessels. There came a decision of the Cabinet, which order-
ed these vessels to be conveyed to Bayonne ; on arriving at Bayonne, they
were seized and sold by a retrospective application.

[ Much noise in the Chamber.]

Whatever may be the sense of the treaty spoken of, and which at this
moment I do not examine, it is in no way applicable to the vessels which
figure in the ncconnt which I have submitted to the Chamber ; nor does it
in any way invalidate the calculations which I presented.

As for the commiercial question, I shall leave the care of defending that
to the Minister of Firance, and to those of my colleagues who are better
versed in the matter than I am, :

I ask pardon of the Zhamber for the new explanations into which I have
entered to-day, after having oceupied their attention two hours yesterday ;
hut I was unwilling to sufler objections made to pass without reply. 1
will conclude. 1 believe 1 have replied to all, but if the question again
comes up, I will ask permission—

M. Guizon, | Minister of Public Instruction.)

And M. de Polignae? You forget.

Tur Minister oF Forrioy Arrairs.

You are right.

Gentlemen, I an indeed pained to be under the necessity of explainin
the facts cited by the Lonorable member (M. Mauguin) who precede
me. I donot believe it just, I do nnt believe it correet, to bri ig forward
in this tribune a ma‘1 whose present situation should exeite interest, what-
ever he moy have done, whatever crimes he may have committed
towards France, .

I was carelui to reply at first to the facts alleged by the honorable
member who spoke last. 1 have explained 1o the Chamber that the
Miniater of Foreign Affnirs of 1880, after having in a first interview
endeavored to repel the demands of ‘he American minister in the ordi-
nary way of refusing to admit thens, had immedi: ‘ely yielded to the
generceity and nobleness of his cheicter, and abandoned that ground as
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untenable. That in an interview which took place the 11th January,
1830, he bad recognised the debt of the French Government to the
Americans, for ships destroyed at sca; and that he had even character-
ized that act as an act of piracy. That in another interview of the 12th
February, 1830, he recognised the debt on the part of the French Go-
vernment, on account of capturcd and confiscated vessels, the price of
which had been deposited as a consignment. I have said, in fine, that a
few months before the revolution of July, two negotiations were set on
foot between the Minister of Foreign Affairs and the minister of the
United States, one of which was official and the other confidential; that
in the cfficial negotiation the American minister recapitulated all the
concessions w_hichﬁ?&d been successively made by the Minister of Fnreign
Affairs. In truth, the Minister of Foreign Aflairs endeavored, in the
note which he sent in answer, to retract some of those concessions;
nevertheless, he admitted the greater part of them. The notes exist ;
and, indeed, I should be sorry to be compelled to dwell on this point.

I have said that, while the official negotiation was in progress, a con-
fidential negotiation was likewise going on; that the minister of the
United States had offered to the Minister of Foreign Affairs to treat upon
the question of Louisiana, which was the point of difficulty, on the tcrms
which have since been admitted in the treaty of 1831; that, at the request
of the Minister of Foreign Affairs,a confidential memorandum was given
to him on the 20th May, containing those offers; that, in a confidential
letter duted May 31st, the Minister of Foreign Affuirs had demanded
further explanations, which explanations were given the 15th of June,
and were then verbally admitted by him to be in appearance sufficient ;
to which he added, that he intended to present a counter-project, with a
view (o terminate the difference.

The above I had the honor to state, and I now repeat it here. I am
sorry that a person should have been cited as authority, in contradiction
of this statement, who should be in the position in which the Minister of
Foreign Affairs, of whom I have been speaking, is now placed. Tam con-
vinced that thelanguage he used to the honorable member wasonly in gene-
ral terms, and . * those words may be made to accord with the facts | have
recited. [ Ce i3 fur the queslion from some members ; otherscry““ goon.” |

M. Iaamprae.

Genticmen, | w,. - 10 say a wei ¢ *.vo. [ Question, question.] It
appears to me that something fur: .cr may be said relative to the seizure
of the vessels in the ports of Bilvoa, $t. Sebastian, and Les Passages, |
have some facts to state on that subject, which I think the Chamber ought
to hear. [Yes, yes; go on.)

The Minister of Forcign Affairs has supposcd that France was not a
party to the treaty concluded between Spain and the United States in
1819, It is true, France did not concur directly in the treaty, or take
part in the negotiation ; but, in attending to that transaction, we perceive
that France was concerned in it most specially. In fact, it appears from
what M. Berryer showed yesterday, that the treaty encountered serious
difficulties on account of tﬁe situation of the Floridas.  Spain refused to
ratify it. The time assigned for the ratification elapsed, and the Presi-
dent of the United States, in a inessage to Congresa of the 17th Decem-
ber, 1619, explained to Congress the consequence of the refusal to ratify,
taking into consideration the particular situation of the Floridas,
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The President of the United States consequently announced to Con-
gress that, as the time for the ratification of the treaty had expired, and
in order to terminate the affair, the Spanish Government should be in-
formed that vessels of their ration would be no longer received in the
ports of the United States. Moreover, they specially demanded the in-
tervention of England and of France, for obtaining the ratification.

All this is explained, in the most formal manner, in the message of the
7th December, 1819.

France employed her interest, as well as England, to secure the rati-
fication of this treaty, which embraced particular stipulations. The treaty
was ratified on the part of Spain on the 24th Oetober, 1820, after the
revolution of 1820, which restored th: Government of the Cortes; and
then the ratification followed on the part of the United States. Thus it
appears that the ratification of this treaty was in some sort due to the
good offices of France and England; and in this treaty is found the im-
portant clause which has been quoted.

It has been said that this clause did not possess the general character
attributed to it; that in all cases in which the prizes were not made by
French citizens, nor pronounced upon by French consuls, it was evident
these five or six millions of dollars, for indemnification, could not be con-
sidered as justly lessening the claims of the United States. But the
stipulations of the treaty are general; the treaty embraces all the seizures
which were made in the ports and on the coasts of Spain.

For, from the moment that the Government has laid hands on the prize,
what does it matter whether it was taken by a eruiser, or regularly con-
demned? It is evident that the act is equivalent to a regular seizure;
and, as the seizures took place in the ports of Spain, those vessels could
not have been brought to the ports of krance without the eoncurrcnce of
the French consuls,

‘The Spanish Government, by indemuifying the United States for prizes
by which France profited, undoubtecly has a claim for the amount on
France. But Spain is indebted to us, and it will be very easy to make
her every compensation.

It is evident, therefore, that the United States cannot make good their
claim under that head ; the sum is eight millions, and the debt should be
thus muceh reduced.

Gentlemen, I think it was not inproper in me (o lay these facts before
the Chamber; and I believe that the Minister of Foreign Affairs has by
no means drawn from the treaty thosc inductions which he submitted in
defence of the negotiation,

M. Durovy.

1 demand the floor.

THr PrEsipENT,

Gentlemen, shall the question on the bill be taken?

[ The Chamber decided that the debate should end, and fhe questi.on be
taken. The first article of the bill was then read.]

Article 1st. 'The Minister of Finanee is authorized to take the neeces-
sary measures for carrying into effcet the first und second articles of the
‘reaty, ai&ned on the 4th of Jul,v, 1831, between the King of the French

nd the United States of America ; the ratifieations of which were ex-
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changed at Washington on (he 2d of February, 1832 and by the terms
of which the sum of twenty-five millions of francs is to be paid by France.

Several members requiring a call of the House, it was called, and the
ballot then taken ; the results of which were :

Number of members present, - - - - - 344
Majority of the whole, - - . . . 173
Votes against the bill, - - - . - 176
Votes in favor of the bill, - . - - - 168

So the bill was rjected by 8

There was much agitation in the Chamber, which immedialely ad-
journed.
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