The answer can only be found in the

principles embraged-in the first:and second
of these resolutions. 'T'he former affirms
the acknoweledged principle that a ship
or vessel, on the high seas, in time of
peace, and engaged iu a lawful voyage,
is. by the law of nations, under the exclu-
sive jurisdiction of the State to which her
flag belongs, and the second, that if forced
by stress of weather, or other unavoidable
cause, ioto o portofa friendly power, she
would lose none of the rights appertaining
1o ber.on the high seas; but, on the con-
trary, she, with lier cargo and persons on
board, including their property and all the
rights belonging to their personal relations,
would be placed under the protection which
the law of nations extends to the unfortu-
nate in such cases. i o

Itis on this solid basis that the rights of
our cilizens rested. The laws of nations,
their paramount authority, overruled, in
those cases, the municipal laws of "Great
Britain, even within her territorial limits ;
and it wasto their authoritive voice that her
Goveroment yielded obedience in com-
pensating our citizens for the violation of
nights placed under their sacred protection.

Haviug now, established the principle
necessarily implied in the allowance of
compeasation in the cases of the Comet
and Encomium, it will be an easy task to
show that is equally embraces the case of
the . Enerprise. It is adwitted by the
British Minister, that there is po other
distinction between it.and the other two,
except that it occured before, and the
others afier, the act abolishing slavery in
the' colonies went into operation; and it
must, of course, be equally comprehended
in the principles embraced in the first and
second resolutions, it: virtue of which com-
pensation was made, as has been shown;
unless indeed that act had the effect of
preventing it, which I shall now show
it could not, accorling to the law of ha-
tons. X

A simple but decisive view will be suffi-
cient for this purpose. I have just shown
that the actof Parliament, for abolishing
the slave trade, although it expressly pro-
bibited the introduction of slaves within
the limits of the British territory, or detain-,
ing them in that condition, when. brought
in; so far from overruling, were overruled
by the priuciples embraced in these reso-
lutions. Ifthatact did not overtule the
laws of nations in those cases, how, I ask,
could the act for the abolition of slavery
in the colonies overrule them in a .case io
every essential circumstance = acknowl-
edged to be the same? Can a possible
reason be mssigned?. The authority by
which the two were enacted is the same,
and the one as directly applicablé‘to the
case as the other. If; indeed, there be a
difference, the one for the abolition of . the |
slave trade is, of thetwo, the most appli-.
cable. . That act directly prohibits the in-.
troduction of slaves within the British do-
minion, in the most uaqualified manner, or
the retaining them, when introduced in that
condition; while the objeet of the act for
the abolition of slavery in the colonies, |
was'to emancipatéthose who were such
under the authority of the British laws.
1tis true, it abolishes slavery i the British.
dominions, but that is no wore than had
proviously .been doue, ax far- as slavex.
brought into her dominions were concern-
ed; by the actfor abolishing theslave trade.
And yet we see that act was o\_'erru‘lled by
the law of nations, iu the case of the Comet
and. Encomium. How, then, is it possible
that of two laws, enacted by the same au-
thority, bothto the same case,’ should he
overruled by the'law of nations, and the.
other overrule it? TItisclear that it isim-
possible; and that if the one cannot divest
the rights of our citizens, neither can the
other; aud, of coarse, that the principle on
which compeusation was allowed iu the
cases of the Encomium and the Comet,
equally embraces that-of the Enterprise.
Both acts were, in truth but mudicipal
laws; and, as such, neither could overrule
the laws of nations, nor divest our citizens
of their rights in the case under considera-
tion. Inthe nature of things, the laws of
nations, which have for their object the
regulation of their intrrcourse of States,
must be paramount to municipal laws,
where their provisions happen to come in-
to conflict. Ifnot they would be without
authority. Iftbis be so, there can be no
discrimination belween the three cases,
and, iu that case, our citizens would bave
ne just claim for compeunsation in either.—
It follows; that the principle which embra-
ces oue, embraces all. ‘There can be no
just distinction between them; and 1shall
next proceed lo show, that,in auemptiag
to make a distinction where there is no dil~
ference, the British negotiator has been
compelled to assume the very point in con-
troversy between the two Governfnents.
In doing this, I propose to follow his argu-
ment, step by step, and prove the truth of
my assertion at each step.

He sets out with laying down the rule,
by which he asserts that those claims should
be decided, which he says, “is that those
claimaots mustbe considered entitled to
compensation, who were law(ully in pos-
session of their slaves within the British
territory, am.’-: who were disturbed in their
legal possession of those slaves, by func-
tionaries of the British Government.” 1
object not to the rule, If our citizens had
no right to their slaves, at any time after
they entered the British territory—that’is,
if the mere fact of entering extinguished
all right to them, (for that is the amount’
of the rule)—thes could of course have no
clai:m_on_lhe British Government, for the
plain reason that the local authority, in
seizing and detaining the negroes, seized
and detained what, by supposition, did not
belong to them. That is clear enough;
but let us see the application: it is given
in afew words, He says: “Now the own-
ers of the slaves on board the Enterprise
never were law(ully in possession of those
slaves within the British territory;” as-
sigoing for reason ‘'that hefore the Enier-
prize arrived at Bermuda, slavery: had
been abolished jn the British Empire"—
an assertion which 1shall show, in a sub-
sequent part of my remarks, to be errone-
ous. From that, and thatalone, he comes
to the conclusion, “that the negroes on
board the Enterprise had,by entéring with-
in the British jurisdiction, acquired righis
which thelqcal courts were bound to pro-
tect.” Such certainly would have been
the caze, if they had been brought in, or
entered-voluntarily. He who. enters vol-

its laws, and is as much bound to submit
to themn @s its_citizens or subjects. No
.one denies that; batthat is not the present
case. They entered not voluntarily, but
from necessity; and the very point at issue
is, whether the -British-muoicipal laws
could divest theiriowners of--pegperty in
their slaves ou coter}ig British territory,
in cases suchas the’ Eniterprise, when the
vessel hias peon Jorced into their territory
by necessity, thiqugh anactof Providence
to save'the livesiof. those on board. We
.deny:they can, and maintain the opposite
ground:—that the law of nations in such
cases interposes” and protects the vessel
and those on board, with their rights, a-
gainst the municipal laws of the State, to
which they have dever submitted, and to
which it would he cruel ;and inliuman as
well as-unjust, to subject -them.. Such is
clearly the point at issue between the two
Governments; apd it is not less cléar, that
itisthe very point assumed by the British
uegotiator in the controversy.

He felt, in assuming his ground, that the
geuneral principle was agaiast him, accord-
ing to which the municipal laws “yield to
the laws of nations in such cases; aud in
order to take himself out of its operation,
he attempted to make a distinction equal-
ly novel and untenable. He asserts ““that
there is a distinction between laws bear-,
ing on the personal liberty of miau, and
laws beariug upon the property which
man may, claim in’irrational avimals, or
inanimate things;"” and coneedes *“that if a
ship . containing such_ animals or things,
were driven. bv stress of weather intoa
foreigu port, it would be highly unjust
that the-ownershould be stripped of what
belongs 1o him, through the applicaiion of
the municipallaw of the Stale to which he
had not voluutaril§.submitted himself."—
Yes, it would. be both unjust and inhuman;
and becaunse it would be so, it is contrary
to the law of nations; which is but the rules
of justice and-humanity applied to the in-
tercourse of nitiony; and-therefore it is
that it interposes in cases like the present,
and places under its protection the rights
of the unfortunate, even against the mu-
vicipul laws of the place. e

But he- asserts that the principle does
not extend to the cases in which rights of
property in persons are coicerned, ‘(for
such must be tlie meaning, or it'is wholly
irrelevant to the r['uest'ion at issue,) because
“'there are are [hree parties to.the transac-
tion; the owner of the cargo, the local au-
thority, and the alledged slave; and the
third party is no less emitled than the first
to appeal to the-tocal® aithorlty “for such
protection as the law of the land may af-
ford him.” "This 1s the posiiion on’ which
the British negotiator mainly rests his ar-
gumeént; and if this fails, the whale must
fall to the ground. It is not difficult to
see, from what he says of two parties ap-
pealing to the local authority that he tac-
itly puts aside the law of nations, and as-
sumes the parties to be under the munici-
pal law of the place; and, also that those
laws, and not the law of nations, are the
staudard by which their rights are 1o be
judged;: but is it'not manifest this is an as-
sumption, *in’ another form, of thepoint io
controversy? Against it, unsustained =pd |
unsustainable, by authority_or reason, .
ehiall S prime.” hof TR TERPWPRL el e T
highest authority ~—that of ahe BrisistrGov=
ernment dtselfi—in the -cases of the Cofiet:
and. Encomium, backed by” unamswerable
reasons. AR e e S e NG SERIR

If the distinction be true at all, between
property in persons and property in things,
or irrational animals, it was, to the. full,
as applicable tb those-cases as itis 1o that
of the Enterprise.  In them thie right of
property in persons was involved;and the
three parties included, to the same extent,
asin that. Nor was personal liberty less
concerned. As far as British laws could
affect the rights of our citizens, the negroes
belonging to the Comet and Encomium
were as free as those belonging to the En-
terprise. An actof Parliament, as has been
shown, forbade their introduction; and for-
feited the rights of- their owners, thereby
aking them free, with rights to maintain,
as far-as British legislation could make
them so; and yet, after full and matare‘io-
vestigation and reflection for the same rule
applied to them, which, it is conceded,
would apply in similar cases o property
in things, or irrational animals. Now, I
ask, il the act for the abolitivn of the slave
trade, which directly forbids the introduc-
tion of negroes asslaves, and forfeity the
rights of their-owners, did ‘not, as we have
seen, justify the distinction in the cases of
the Comet and Encomium, now attempted
to be made between the two descriptions
of property, how could the act for the abo-
lition of slavery justify it in the case of the
Enterprise 7. In the former, there were
“all the parties, with their reapective rights,
just the same as in the latter; aad if the lo-
cal authorities were pot bound to recog-
pise and protect the negroes in the one
case, why, I ask, were thug in the other?
Cana satisfactory answer be given?.. And,
ifnot, what becomes of the distinction, with
all its consequences, attempled to be de-”
duced from it? . 8

The British negotiator, as if conscious:
of the weakness of the position, attempts'
immediately to fortify it. He says: “If,
indeed, a municipal law be made, which
violatesthe laws of nations, a question. of
another'kind may arise. But the munici-
pal law which forbids slavery, is no viola-
tion of the laws of nations, . Itis, on the
coutrary, iu strict harmony with the laws
of nations; and, therefore, when slaves are
liberated, according to such municipal law,
there is no wrong done, and there can be
no compensation granted;" a position preg
nant with meaning, as will hereafter ap-
pear, but [ must say, like all his others, n
tere assumption of the point at issue, ex-
pressed in vague and indefinite Janguage.
If, in asserung thata minmicipal law abol-
ishing slavery is not a violation of the laws
of nations, it ismeant thatit is nota viola-
tion of those laws for a State to abolish
slavery which exists under its authoriy,
‘it may be readily admitted, without prej-
udice to the rights 6f our cilizens in the
case in question, though it is a little re-’
merkable; that the British Government
allowed compensatidn to ‘théir own sub-
jects by this very -act under which slave-
ry was abolished—authority in ditect con-
tradiction to thé asiertion that rio compen-
sation can be granted, when the act is ap-
plied to the case of our citizens,. forced,
without their consentiinto its territory.—

untarily the territory of another State, tac-

But if, instcad of that, it be meant that all

itly submits Timself, with all_Lis rights, to]

municipal laws, ot in violation of the
*laws of nations, are valid -agrinst those
lawa, when' they ‘come in conflict With
them, how'can the distinetion; mtfempted
to be drawn bétween the rights of property
in things, of irrational animals, and in per-
sons, be'justified? or how can thé" allow-
ance of compensation'in the cases 'of the
Comet and Encomium be ‘explaided ? °I
put the question.’” Was the law for the ab-
olition of the slave trade, a violatian.ofthe
laws of nations? And if notf ‘a “violation,”
as it certainly was not, how came com-
pensation to be granted in those cases?—
Can an ‘answer- be given? And il nop,
what becomes of the distinction attempted
1o be taken? But another meaning” may
be intended; thatit was no violation of the
law of nations to extend the act, for the
abolition ofslavery in the British territo-
rigs, to cases suchi as the Enterprise. If
that is intended, it would "be like all the
other distinctions which have been attemp-
ted—hutan assumption of the point ju con-
trovery. R S O
1 have now stated, in his words, every
argument advanced by the British nego-
tiator to sustain " the.distinction whichhe
has attempted between the cnsed of the
Comet and Encomium; and  thal of the
Eunterprise, and have, I trust, estalished,
beyond controversy, that there i no ra:
rational grouhd whatever for the distinc-

tion.. When again pressed on thé subject

by our Minister, who was not saisfied
with his arguments, hé assumed thebroad
ground that, Great Britain-had the right-to
forbid the recogpition of slavery within
her territory’;'‘4nd as our ciaim was _in-
cousistent with sieh right, it could sot be
allowed, and on this closed the correspon-
dence. It is easy to 'see, if she has such
right, in the broad and unqualified sense
in ‘which it is'laid ‘down, and applicd 10
the ease -in’ ‘question, “ it ‘exterids to" all’
rights whatever, whether it’be right of
property in things and irfatioral ‘animals,
or growing -out of pérsoual - teldtions;
whether founded:.in_consent or not. All
are, either the creatures of positivecenact-
ments, or sibject to ba regulated-aud con-
trolled by municipal laws; and she has
just .the same right to prohibit the recog-
nition of any ‘one or all of those' rights
within her territory, as the one in ques-
tion. But who can doubt ihat such-pro-
hibition, if extended to ‘cases of; ﬁ'ia‘trb'l'l.
such ag the Enterprise, would be a most
flagrapt violatiot of the laws of natians, as
understood and acted on by all. civilized
natiens, and even as admitted. anj acted
on by herself; in the:cases of the Comet
and Encomium? Sl e
To us this is not a mere abstract ques-
tion, nor one simply relating to the free
use of the . high seas. It comes pearer
home. Itis oue of free and safe passage
from one port to another of our Union ; as
much 30 to us, as a question touching the
free and safe use of the channels:between
England and Ireland on the one.eide, and’
the opposite coast of the contiiteri bu'the
other, would be to Great Britain." ‘T un-
derstand ita-deep importance toug; it must
be_borne in mind, that the island of Ber-|
muda lies but.a short distapce,.off our
coast, and that the chanpel. betmeen the
Bahama islands and Florida,.is dot less
t’han iwo huodred miles ix lewgiliz and on |

- TS

‘conflict.

and [ intend no disrespect iu saying that
the desire of conciliating 5o strong a party,
and “thereby retaining place, when op-
posed 10 the demands of justice, could not
be without its 'weight.  The course. ac-
cordingly, takén, was such as might have
been anticipated from these opposing mo-
tives. To satisfy our urgent claim for
justice; compensation was allowed in two
of the cases, and 1o avoid offending a pow-

taken between'them and the other, the
effects of which would be to close the
door against future demands of the kind.
I mean not to say, that deliberate and in-
lentional injustice was done ; but simply,
that these conflicting causes, which it is
obvious, from the circumstances of the
case, must have been in operation, would,
by a natural and an unseen bies, lead to
that result.

. But another question of far greater mag-
nitude, growing out of the foregoing, pre-
sents itself for consideration : to what must
that result finally lead, if Great Britain
should persist iu the decision which it has
made? I hold it impossible for her_ to
maintain the position she has taken. She
must abandon it as untenable, and take one
of two other positions: either that hermu-
nicipal laws are paramount to the law of
nations, when they come into conflict ; or
that slavery—the right of man 1o hold
property in mau—is agaiust the law of
uations, _It is ouly on the one or other of
these supposilions that the act for abolish-
ing slavery can have the force she attri-
butes to jt.. "The former she cannot take,
without virtually abolishing the entire sys-
tem of international laws. She could not
think ofassuming that her municipal laws
were paramount, without admitting those
of other States also 1o be so; which would
be to aunul the system, and substitute in
its place universal violence, discord and
This would force her on the oth-
er alternative, which, if it were true, would
give her a solid foundation for the rejec-
tion of our claim, on the incontestable
principle that the laws of pations would
not enforce that which violates them-
selves.. Nor are there waunting indica-
tions, in the correspondence, (to some of
which I have alluded,) that the position
she has taken in reference to the Euter-
prise, is but preliminary to the adoption of
that alternative. There are, however,
many difficulties to be got over, before she
canopenly avow.il.

It would require, in the first place, no
small share of effrontery, for @ nation
which has been the greatest slave dealer
on earth; a nation, which has dragged a
greater number of Africans from their na-
tive shores to people her possessions, and
to sell to others, and which forced our an-
ceators to purchase slaves from her agaiist
their remonstrance, while Colonies, (not
improbably the ancestors of ths owners of

the slaves, for which she now refuses com-
pensation,)—it would, I repeat, require no
small effrontery to turn round and declare
that she neither had, nor could have, the
right to the property she sold us, nor could
we, without decp crime, retain possession.
We all know what such conduct would be
called’dmong individuals, wilhout, indeed,
followed'by a’tender back of the purchase

wwivh nepla sampenantion fnr dam-

thlifthiggﬂ] this long, narmaw and-difficult

chanpel,. the immense trade: between our
ports on the Gulfl of Mexico and the: Av
lantic coast muét pass, which, at no dis-

tant period, will constitute more than half
of the trade of the Ukilon. ' Tlie principle

set up by the British Goverament, if car-

ried out to its full extent, would «lo.much
to close tliis all-important chanuel; by red-

dering it too hazardous for use. -:She has

only lo give an indefinite extension ‘to the
principle applied to the case-ofthe Bnter-

prise, and the work would be doue; and

why has she not as good a right to apply

it to a eargo of sugar or cotton; :as to the

slaves who produce it? e

1 have now, I trust, established, to the
satisfaction of the Senate, what I proposed
when I commenced ; that the principle on
which compensation was allowed in the
cases of the Comet and Encomium, equal-
ly embraces that of the Enterprise ;  that
no just distinction can’ be'made bétween
them ; and that the British negotiator, in
attempling . to make .a distinction,” was
forced to assume the point in comroversy.
And here I might conclude my remarks,
as-far as these resolutions are coucerned ,
but there are other questions connected
with thissubject, not less important, which
demand attention, and which I shall pro-
ceed 1o consider. : :

It.is impossible to read ‘the corrcspon-
dence between the two Governments with-
out the imgreslion that the question in-
volved in the Bogotiation was ono of deep

vl

‘embarrassment. to the British ministry.

The -great-length of the .negotiation, con--
'sidering the simpli¢ily and paucity of the'
points involved, the-long delay before an
answer could be-had at all, and the man-
ifest embarrassment in making the dis-
tinction - between the cases allowed, and
the one rejected, plainly indicate that there
sas some secret, unseen difficulty in the
way, aot directly ‘belonging to the ques-
tions involved in the cases. Wiat was
that difficulty 7 If I misiake not, it will
be found in the condition of thiugsin Ea-
gland, and especially in reference o those-
in power. [Itis my wish to do the Min-
istry ample justice, as 1 believe they were
desirous of doing us; but i is net to be
disguised that there was no.small difficul-
ty in the way, from the state of things un-
d{r which they acted, and which 1 shall
next explain. - 14

The present Whig ministry held, and
still hold, their power, as is well known,
by a precarious tenure. Their party is,-
in fact, in a minority, and ecan otly sup-
port themselves against the powerful par-
1y in opposition; by such adventitious aid
as can be conciliated. Among the subdi-
visions of partyin Great Britain, the Abo-
lition interest i one of no little power;
.and it will be seen at once, that the ques-
tion involved in the negotiation is one in
reference to which they would have no
litle sensibility. Like all other fanatics,
they have little regard either to reason or’
justice, where the object of their emthusi-
asm isiconcerned.  Todo justice, without
offendinf ‘such 'a‘ party,'in such & casé,
was no easy-task; and to offend them,
without lesing the ascendency of their par-.
ty, and the reins of Goverament,, was al-
mostimpossible. T'he Ministry had to act
under these conflicting ‘considerativos;

dges’ and there is no'good reason why it
should-be called-by a less harsh epithet,
when applied tothe conduct of nations.

But there. is another difficulty. The
avowal of the principle would place her
in conflict with all the authorities on the
law of nations, and the custom of all ages,
past and present; and would bring her into
collision with all nations whose institutions
would be outlawed by the avowal, and
what, perhaps, she would most regard, it
would put her in conflict with herself.—
Yes, she who refuced to compensate our
cilizens for property unjusly seized and
detained unde her authority, on the ground
that she had forbade the recognition of
alavery in her territory, had then, and has,
at thisday, bundreds of thousands of slaves
in the most wretched condition, held by
ber subjects in her Eastern possessions;
and worse, by herself, With all her boast,
sheis a slave holder, and hires out and
recieves hire for slaves. I speak on high
authority—the Asiatic Journal for 1838,
printed irf her own metropolis.

Here the Secretary read the following
extracts [rom pages 221:
Governnent of slaves in Malubar.—We
kuow that there is not a servant of Gov-
ernment, in the south of India, who is not
intimately acquainted with the alarming
fact, that hundreds of thousands of his
fellow-creatures are fottered down for life
to the degraded destiny of slavery. We
know that'these unfortunate beings are
not, asis the case in other countries, serfs
of the soil, and incapable of being travsfer-
red, at the pleasure of their owners, from
one estate to anuiher. ~ No, they are daily
sold, like cattle, by one proprietor to anoth-
er; the husband is separated from the wife
and the parent from the child. They are
loaded with every indinity; the ntmost
possible quantity of labor is exacted from
them, and the most meagre fare that hu-
man nature can possible subsistonis do-
led out tosupport them.  The slave popu-
lation is composed of a great variety of
classes : the decendants of those who have
been taken prisoners in time of war,
persons who have been kidnapped from
the neighboring States, people who have
been born under such circumstances as
that they are considered without the pale
of the ordinary castes; and other who have
been smuggled from the coast of Africa,
torn from their country and their kindred,
and destined a more wretched lot, and, as
will be seen, to a more enduring captivity
than their brethren of the western orld.
Will it be believed, that Government itself
participates is this description of property;
that it actually holds possession of slaves,
and lets them out for hire to the cultivators
of the couutry, the rentofa whole family
being two fanams,or hall a rupee per
anpnum." ; —

But why dwell on these comparatively
few slaves? The whole of Hindostan,
with the adjacent possessions, is one mag-
nificent plantation, peopled by more than
one hundred millions of slaves, belonging
to a company of gentlemen in England,
called the East India Company, whose
yower is far more unlimited and despotic
than that of any Southern planter over his
slaves—a ‘power upheld by the sword and

bayonet, exacling more aud leaving less
by far of the product of their labor tothe

erful and zealous party, a distinction was |

those slaves to purchase the ancestors of | TY

subject race thanis left under our own
system, with much .less: regard to their
comfort in sickness and age. This vast
system of servitude carries with- itself the
elements of increase: nor. it is true, by the
African slave trade, hut by means uot less
inhuman; that of organizing the subject
race into armies, and exhausting their
strength and life in reducing all around
to the same state of servitude.

But it may be said, that the East India
Company is but a department of the Brit-
ish Government, through which it exerci-
sesits control, and holds in subjection
that vast region. Be it so. I stickle not
for nice distinctions. But how stands the
case under this aspect? 1litbe contrary
to the laws of nature, or nations, for man
to hold man in subjection individually, is
it not equally contrary for a body of men
te hold anotherin subjection? And il that
be true, is it not as much so for one uation
to hold another in subjection 7 If man
individudlly hasan absolute right to self-
government, have not men aggregated in-
to Siates. or nations, anequal right 7 1f
there be a difference, is not the right the
more perfectin a poeple, or nation, than
in the individuals who composeit? And
if not the subjection of one people to anoth-
er usually accompanied with, at least, as
much abuse, cruelty, and oppression, as
that of one individual to anether? Isit
possible to mark a distinction which shall
justify the one and condemn the other 7—
And if not, what rizht, then, I ask, has
Great Britain to hold India in subjection,
if it be contrary to the laws of nature, or
nations, for one man to hold anotherin
subjection? Or, what rightto hold Cana-
da, or her numorous subject colonies, all
over the globe? Or, lo come nearer to
the point, in what light does it place_ her
boasted abolition of slavery in the West
Indies? What has she, in reality, done
there but to break the comparatively mild
and guardain authority of the master, and
to substitute in its place her own direct
and unlimited power? What but to
replace the overseer, by the army, the
sherilf, the constable, and the tax callec-
tor? Has she made her slaves free!—
Given them the right of self-government!
Is it not mockery to call their present sub-
jectcondition freedom? What would she
callit, ifit were hers—if, by some calamity
te her and the cizilized world, she should
fall under similar subjection to France, or
some other.power? Would she call that
feedom, or the most galling and iatolerable
slavery ?

But lapproach near home. I cross the
Atlantic, passing unnoticed “subjucated
Island, with her eizht millions of people,
and ouly ninety thousand voters, and pla-
cing myselfon the hoasted shores of Eng-
land kerself, I ask, how will the priuciple
work there ?

It waseslimated by Burke, ifmy memo-
serves me, shortly before the beginning
of this century, that the British public,
estimating as such all who exercised influ-
ence over the Government, did not exceed
200,000 individuals. Since then it has,
no doubt, greatly increased by the exten-
sion of the right of suffrage and other
couses. Say that it has trebled or quad-
rupled, and, tobe liberal, that it amounts
to seven or eight hundred thousaud. In

this small portion, then, is vested  the,

supreme eontrol and daminian aver the
twen-five millions, which constitate " the
population of the British isles. 1If, then,
it be contrary to the laws of nations for
man to hold man in subjection, or one na-
tion another, how can a small partor class
ofa community hold the rest? Oron
what principle, according to that maxim,
can these few hundred thousand hold so
many millions? If theright of self-gov-
ernment forbids the subjection of one man
to another, does it not equally forbid that of
asmall portion of the community over the
residue? And. if so, must:not the maxim
terminate in the utter overthrow of the
present political and social system of
Great Britain, and the restof Europe.
To be concluded in our next.

British Force in the Canadas—A para-
graph is going the rounds in most of our
city papers, in which itis stated that the
military force in the Canadas consists of
twenty thousand men. Itis not so: the
calculation is baced on the number of regi-
mentes stationed in the proviuces, as it is
found in alate number of the United Ser-
vice Journal. To make up the twenty
thousand, it is estimated that the three
regiments of Guards ‘“are one thousand
strong and the foot eight hundred.” Now
such isnot the fact. - Not.one_ of the regi-
mwentsis full, and the entire force in the
Canadas, we believe, is pot more than
thirteen thousand.—:V. ¥.Com Adv.

Another Boundary Question.—~The leg-
islature of Ohio has passed resolutions
setting forth that Great Britian is making
encroachments upon our Territory beyond
the Rocky Mountains, and calling upon
the general governmeunt 1o inlerpose
for the protection of the iuterests of the U.
States in that quarter.—-1bid.

The Indians at Work—Our latest
intelligence is, that a train of government
wagens, consisting of six, was captured
by 12 Indians, between Forts Macomb
and Banker a few daysago, and one ser-
geant mpm]l;‘wounded. A sergeant was
fired on near Foft Pleasaut, in the peigh-
borhoed of Col. Davenport's camp, and
escaped barely with his life: and also, that
an Indian camp had been discovered
withio about four miles of Col. Robert
Gamble's residence, where they had left
their fires burning, and appearances which
indicated that some four or five cattle had
been slaughtered. 'These depredations
have all been committed in the immediate
vicinity of where the troops are most thick-
Iy stationed—in that portion of country
which is considered as most securely
guarded! How are these vagabonds to
be whipped and subdued? We ask for
information,.— Tallahassee Star, 23thinst.

Philadelphia, April 4.—A letter from
our correspondént at Harrisburg under
date of yesterday at noon, says that the
Governor:has signed the Bank Resumption
Bill, and thatthe other Bank Bill has just
passed the House being shorn of most of
its objectionable features.

A large portion of the church of God
in every age has been composed of the
poor. e

Correspondence of the Chaslesten Couricr.
: : Wasnincron, April
The Cumberland Road bill was u-ai{l nnjer
leration in the Senate to-day, Mr Grun-
dy proposed to reduce the appropriation from
150,000 dollars for each ofthe States of Qhjo. -
Indiania, and Winois to 100,000 dollars, op the
ground that money wasscarce in the Treasuyy: -
and that it would be sufficient for immediaje
purposes. Mr. Preston thought the same réa.:
sons would justify a still further reduction, and
he moved to reduce the sum one half. Thig
was carried, 23 10 17.  Mr. White, of Indiana,
replied 10 Mr. Calhoun's argument of yester-
day and insisted that the Cumberland Road
would be more useful than a sl raod, even
if the government would aid the States in ma-
king one. He spoke nlso of the glorious des-
tinies of the West, and the iin hh%y of check-
ing theircnreer, Mr. Clay, aFEenmcky will *
speak on the aubject to-morrow, It ildol:lb‘led
whether he will supli:n the bill, though he has
been considered as the father of the work. A"
monument has been erected to hiru at Whee}-
mgl. 'E’ !hehn_mlho; of the road. - At
e subject of i
defn);tch fni an hol:: New fow ekﬂm-n ik
r. Bell's billto prevent the i

Government A_ﬂ'aiupin elrct?nﬂnl:zmuic:n:f
the question being, ““shall the bill be rejected.”
Mr Watterson of Tennessee replied to Mr.
Bell, and introduced many extraneous topics, * -

The'Pennsylvania bank bill which ispr.hoa;
to pass or has pussed, gives great dissatisfaction
to the radicals, andin fact, to many moderate*
conservatives. It removes all restrainls of Jaw -
for the banks ofall stationary remedies—leaving
them a remedy at commonlaw. Tt will greatly
wagiihum these institutitons, and will ﬂ'r &
lowed by an enormous expansion, sudden rise -
of stocks, &c. The time of resumption is fixed
for the 15th of Jonuary next. The state and
‘lim:tv:du!;ls w:l!l b{h that time be so deeply in

ebt to them that the suspension 1

perpetual. - ot m*dﬂ

ArniL 4.’
‘The Cumberland Road Bill has meive: its.
quietus. Thesystem of local and partial ap-
ropriation, involved in it, is dead forever,—
he Sourthern members, and particularly thise
from South-Carolina, are much delighted ‘at’
Ty .
The bill came up yesterday, in the Senaie,
oh its third reading.~ Mr. So{nhard apohan:l!i;
much power, in opposition to it, though he has
been one of its zealous and sincere ndvocates.
He did not doubt the power of Congress io cun-'
strutt the work, nor did he doubt its expedies-
cy or’ulnl;:t ." That Road, he eaid, hasdiffused"
countless blessings not only among the - peoy
ofthe West, but%l the wh{le Unign. DY:?::‘
would look at the enterprize and prosperity of
that extraordinary race of people who inbabited
the country through it passed, without attribu- -
Imﬁ much of their success, to the facilities af-
forded them by this means of communication,
between the Enst of West. Buthe had made’
he hia mind to oé:pm the Bill, on account of
the state of the finances of the country. The
President had urged upon us econcmy, and
even lectured us upon extravagance, Yes, this
administration, that for years had expended
7-000,000 more than the whole revenue of the '
country, had the impudence to lecture us upon *°
e:tmmg’anoeé The Prcbleidenl.': design was to
throw upon Congress, ibility of ex-
ceeding the estimates, lhougﬂ he kngw 15:&
thoge estimates would not cover the necessary. |
expenditurés of the country. Five millions,
had already been called for to meet the defi-',
ciency in the means of the Treasury, and he did
not believe, that this would be made good by,
the excess of receipts in the latter half of ihe
year, on the contrary, we must grant five mil-
gomhmora before the end of thislseglim. Un'
er these circumstances, and with a prospeet '
before us of a collision with England, Bc_l:miﬂ'
not vote a cent for any work not of immediate
and pressing necessity. e e
r. Cla ol‘KHy.. opposed the bill "on_differ-"
ent grounds. Hewasand always had been ia”"
favor of a national and equal system df internal .
improvements. The distribution *of ‘surplus’
revenue among the’States had in part thswerdd -
this gl;;posaa and the plan of distribniig the
roceeds of the public Jands would complete it.
nhe meantime, he was unwilling to continus
a monopoly of their benfits in theiands of the
three Slm’es of Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio-—
States which had opposedthe Land Bill; and
supported Gen. Jackson in his veto of the
Maysville road. He could see no propriety in
those izna‘

continuing to lavish vast sums on

States. Ifthe work was constitutional, then it
would be also constitutional to on works
on the opposite side of the river. sre could

notbe two constitutions,—one for that side of
the Ohio river andanother for this. Mr. Clay,
went an and brought up an array of objections
against the appropriation—not the least of
which, in his mind, was the extravagant rost of -
the road, which could only be accounted for by,
the fact that the money was used to reward pat-.
ty services,

T'hie bill was rejected 20 to 22. If it had
E:;q?d the Senate the House would have refu-

it -

Mr. Tollmadge introduced a general hank-
rupt Lill of 60 sections. This plan and Mr.

ebater's also are now before the Committes
on the Judiciary. . et
_The bill for the suppression of Indiana Hos-
tilities in Florida will come up on Monday—:
and there will be a bitter opposition to it. 1

The House has got rid, for the present, at
least, of the debateon the Jersey questions.—
The motion to print both reports n? the Com-
mitte of Elections and all thetestimony on the
subject was passed, nem. con.’
- The case will come up again about the 1st of
Mn%ﬂon the final report of the Committes. . -

e Government is now suffering for want
of the nm:mpriation bills. They have got mon-
ey, but have no authority touse it. The orders
givea for the filting ont’some vessels’ for the
Enleetionol'uu: commerce, cannot be executed.-

ow much longer it will suit the House to de-
lay these bils, remainsto be seen. Mr. Daw- .
son will probably offer a resolution for, the ad-
jurnment of Congrees early in June. ., th

7 ArreL & , .
The Senate did not sit yesterday, and very.
little busineéss was done in the House. An op-
portunity was offered, however, for the Com-
mittees toreport, and more than one hundred
lu:;eclu were re|porled upon, =0
_Mr. Cushing, from the Committee on For- '
eign Relations, reporteda bill for the adjust-
ment of the claims for French Spoliations, prior ..
to September, 1800. The bill allows five mil-
lions of dollars for distribution among the clai-
mants. The whole amount of the claim’is
undoubtedly a just and meritorious one, and
has been favorably reported upon a dozen times *
by Committees o Houses. But I doubt
whether the claimants will ever get any thing: -
more than a report and bill, It was referred to-
the Committee of the whole on the Union. _ . .
The feverish excitement produced by the
Inte correspondence between Mr. Foxand My,
Forsyth, hag subsided. Litile apprehension is
now entertained of any collision between the
Elmieu. lhough it is not believed that Great'
ritain will give up her pretensions either im:
regard to the incidental or the original question.”™
ArniL 6. -
The two Housss will meet; to-day, to take a-
new start, in the public business. 'YI'bey have
got rid of some of the subjects, which, for, a.

and they may now proceed with more facility,
‘in the despatch of necessary Legislation. =~ ~
The tone assumed by the delegation from the _
State of Maine, in regard to the Boundary
Question, is notso fierce, nor so unreasonable
us has been supposed; and that matter may pass
over without any collision. It is eaid,: that-
Maine will agrec to any fair compromise. of the

disputed teritory; inorder to keep up a-com

fong time, have obstructed the public business; .



