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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION AND BACKGROUND TO THE NEGOTIATIONS

The intent of the present work is to trace the negotiations
end activities in England and the United States between the signing of
the Treaty of Ghent in 1814 and the cessation of negotiations for the
suppression of the slave trade between the two countries which occurred
in 1834. The intent is also to ascertain what reaction these activities
had in Louisiana by a study of the public opinions of the area as
determined by a study of the local newspapers of the day. Particular
attention is paid to the’negotiatiOna as found {n the Diplomatic
Instructions of the Department of State to the representatives in
London and the returning correspondence on the matter as found in the
Dispatches from the United States Ministers to Great Britain. Corre-
spondence found in the American State Pspers: Foreign Relationsg is
also used for the development of the negotiations., The correspondences

between the Foreign Secretaries of England and their ministers in the
United States on the subject as found in the British snd Foreipn State

PBapexs and the Parlfismentary Papers: S$lave Trade are also used.
The paper will trace the opening of negotiations by the English

in 1817 cerried on in London between Richerd Ruah, American Minister
to London, and Foreign Secretary, Lord Castlereagh, until 1819 when an
impasse had been reached in the negotiations. The English felt that

more could be accomplished by dealing directly with the American
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Secretary of State, John Quincy Adams, In 1819 the negotiations were
transferred to Washington, and full powers were given by England to
Stratford Canning to complete the arrangements for common action between
the two countries for the suppression of the'slave trade. Talks between
the two countries from 1820 until the basis of agreement had been
decided upon in 1824 are the next topic of concern. The next section
deals with the actual drawing up of the Convention of 1824 for the
Suppression of the Slave Trade and the Senate action on that Convention
as well as the Louisizpa reaction as was determined from the newspapers
of New Orlesns and Baton Rouge. Lastly, the thesis deals with the
state of the slsve trade and actions by America gnd Britain for the
suppression of slavery and the slave trade from the rejection of the
treaty as amended by the Senate of the United Statee in 1824 until the
final cessation of negotiations for joint action by the United States
in 1834 as well as the reaction to these events in Louisiana.

Throughout all of the talks both official and unofficial, both
countries seemed to be very sincere in their efforts to suppress the
slave trade, England acted from ecomomic snd humsnitarian motives but
the United States seems to have placed more emphasis on the economic
and constitutionsl motives for her rejection of English overtures for
the suppression of the trade. The United States appeared to be very
reluctant to come to any official agreement for joint action in this
regard primarily as a result of its treatment by England on the impress-
ment issue in the War of 1812 as well as the divergent opinions in the
two countries on the slavery question. The motives for this attitude
of the United States in the face of its protested interest in such

action is a major comcern of the paper.



Immediately sfter the cessation of hostilities hetween the
United States and Great Britain and the signing of the Treaty of Ghent
in 1814 the African Slave Trade was a flourishing enterprise. Article
10 of the Treaty of Ghent provided ''that 'whereas the traffic in
slaves 1s irreconcilable with the principles of humanity and justice,’
the two countries agreed to use their best endeavors in abolishing

‘the trade."l

Bven though the United States had qptlawed the slave
trade in 1807 and Great Britain had dome so & year later, the ships of
both powers were still involved in the trade, Rowever, the European
QSQers of Spain, Portugal, and France as well a8 Brazil were the main
traders in human flesh.

Slavery of human beings by other humans is almost as ancient as
man himself. An integral part of the institution of slavery are the
people who buy and sell human flesh for whatever purpose. Thus the
slave trade is almost as ancient as man himself also. The practice
and institution of slavery and the slave trade were known in ancient
Egypt as well as ancient Greece, Rome and the other ancient empires of
the Near East. Throughout these ancient times the Negro race was most
often enslaved by the peoples from regions further north in Africa and
the Mediterranean regions.z

In later times the countries of Europe began enslaving members

of the Negro race., The first known instance of such slave trading as

l94111en Edward Burghardt DuBois, Ihe of the Africen

Slave Trade to the United States of Amerjcs, 1638-1870 -1870 (New York, 1965),
p. 135,

2por & full treatment of this topic see W. O. Blske, The History

of Slavery gnd the Slave Trade, Ancient snd Modern (Columbus, Ohio,
1860).
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was necessary for this institution took place in 1434 when a Portuguese
captain by the name of Alonze Gonzales landed in Guinea end carried
off a number of young Africans. These young men were sold at a very
adventageous price to the Moorish families in the southern portion of
Spein. 8ix years later he repeated this policy snd was followed in the
practice by & number of Portuguese merchants. Later they built a fort

3 Thus before the Italian

on the Africsn ceast to protect thelr trade.
Rensaissance the slave trade was established — an activity of western
man wvhich was to prove a point of almost msjor concern for the

Furopean and Americaen countries of the nineteenth century.

Of wore immediate importance to the present paper was the slave
trade from the western coast of Africa to the plentations of the western
hemlsphere known as the Atlantic Slave Trade., 8Slavery and its con-
comitant the slave trade were introduced inteo celonial America when
the first boat load of African slaves arrived in Jamestown in 1619.%
Since the traffic in human flesh was 1llegal throughout most of the

nineteenth century, there is no means of determining the number of

slaves which were brought over to the new world., However, by 1816 it

3From an article on the Slave Trade in Niles' Weekly Register,
October 2, 1830.

a"The twenty Negroes that were left at Jamestown in 1619 by
the captain of a Dutch frigate were the beginning of the involuntary
importation of human beings into the mainland that was not to stop
for more than two hundred years later...There can be little doubt that
the earliest Negroes in Virginia occupied a position similar to that
of the white servants in the colony. They were listed as servants in
the census enumerations of 1623 and 1624; and g8 lete as 1651 gome
Negroes whoase period of service had expired were being assigned land
in much the same way that it was being done for white servants...
There was no statutory recognition of slavery in Virginia until

1661,.." cf. John Hope Frenklin, From Slavery to Freedom: A History
of Mmerican Negroes (New York, 1952), pp. 70 £E.
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was conjectured that in the twenty-five year period immediately pre-
ceeding, a total in the neighborhood of 1,500,000 had been brought from
the west African coast giving an average annual enterprise of sbout
60,000 slaves being sold into bondage in some part of the western
hemisphere.5

Living conditions for the slaves on board the trading ships
were atrocious. The death rate on the voyages was high, upwards of
twenty to twenty-five percent on some voyagac.e

Checks on the illicit trade were practically nonexistent,.
Economic and humanitarian impulses led Britain to try every means
possible to stop the trade. The form that this check would take was
uncertain. The plan which seemed most likely to comtrol the i{llicit
trade involved éhe estzblighment of 2 maritime police force on the
West Africsn coast which would have the right to search suspected
ships and bring them to ports where mixed tribunals of the imvolved
parties would be egtablished,

Europesn powers and the United States met these proposals of
Great Britain coldly. Since England bad emerged from the Napoleonic
wars as the greatest naval power in the world, the European powers were
not certain what England intended to do with this power. England
claimed the right of search as her right. Few were willing to extend
this position to the strongest naval power in the world in time of peace

for any reason.

5Quetiea of Viscount Castlereagh to the African Society in
London, December, 1816, British snd Foreign State Papers, VI, 26. Here-
after cited as the Britf{sh State Papers,

S1btd., p. 36.
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Americans were still feeling the sting of the impressment issue
with Englend which had not been settled by the Treaty of GChent ending
the War of 1812. Lord Castlereagh, the English Forefgn Secretary,
tried to point out to America the distinction between the helligerent
right of search and the mutual and controlled right proposed for the
suppression of the slave trade. However, the American Senate's memory
of impresament was too recent to abide by such nice distinctions,
America was still trying to solve the problem of neutral rights with
Great Britain and was not going to endanger her position in these
negotiations by allowing a right of search in a slave trade convention.

In addition to the impressment {ssue there were the differing
ideas of the two countries regarding the question of slavery. The
English antislavery movement wes gaining momentum in England, and public
pressure was being placed on the English govermment for the abolition
not only of the slave trade but of slavery as well. At & time when
the Missouri Compromise of 1820 was a fresh memory in the minds of
American ststeamen, the American government was very reluctant to sign
any international agreement which would aggravate domestic problems.7

The major American figure during the early negotiations was
John Quincy Adamg who had served briefly ag American Minister to
England until his asppointment as Secretary of State in March of 1817.
From this time on he took an even greater psrt in the determimation of
American foreign policies than before. Adams was not a lover of slavery

but did fear the power of the British navy. However, his law training

"Bugh Graham Soulsby, fhe Bight of Search spd the §live Trade
in Anglo-American Relations (Baltimore, 1933), p. 9.
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showed him a meens by which the slave trade could be suppressed without
abandoning the American stand on the impressment issue. The United
States had declared the slave trade to be an sct of piracy on May 15,
1820, If the slave trade could be made piracy in internatiomal law by
a similar action on the part of the other maritime powers, then the
position of the United States would be comsistent since the right of
search was admitted as a right in the capture of pirates on the high
seag, This was the basis for agreement which would lead to the proposed
Convention of 1824.

The Convention of 1824 between the United States and Great
Britain reached the Senate for spproval at an unfortunate time. John
Quincy Adsms was rumning for the presidency and some of his powerful
opponents were members of the Senate. To rob Adsms of this political
feather, they attached amendments to the convention which England could
not accept.

They excluded American waters from the mutual right of search
as well as several other minor changes. England in 1824 could not
accept the exclusion of American waters when the right was extended to
her own waters around the West Indian islands., The Anglo-American
negotiations had reached another impasse.

Americansg, however, were not totally adverse to doing something
to help the suppression of the slave trade. Americen war ships had
been stationed off the coast of Africa but were largely ineffectual.
The Americsn Colonization Society, initially set up in 1816 to offer
the colony of Liberia ou the West Africanm cosst as s place of immigra-
tion for free blacks in the United States, also hoped that a prosperous

colony of free blacks om thig cosst would form a barrier to the slave
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trade. However, their efforts at colonization and the suppression of
the slave trade were also largely i{neffectual.

The question of the suppression of the slave trade as far as
active negotiations between the United States and England were concerned
remgined largely nonexistent for several years after the failure of the
Corvention of 1824. However, in 1833, England agsin made a move for
cooperation. She agreed at this time to accept the conditions laid
dowm by the American Senate in 1824, In the meantime, England had
sbolished slavery in her colonies. The American Secretary of State,
John Forsyth, turned down the British proposal on the grounds that it
would infringe on the traditional American rights and freedom of the
seas.s Since American power in intermational affairs had increased,
Americane were no longei acting primarily from & motive of Anglophobia.
bomestic issues would not allow American statesmen to seriously con-
sider the question of cooperation with England i{n this matter.

Human motivations are alwsys very complex and difffcult, if not
impossible, to determine with any degree of certitude. This problem is
compounded when the motivations in question span a period of seventeen
years, three presidential administratibnn, and the terms of six Secre-
taries of Stste. However, the unsettled question of impressment of
American seamen snd the highly emotional domestic question of slavery
seem to be the prime motivations for American refusal to enter into
joint action with Great Britain for the suppression of the slave trade.

The fact that the Comvention of 1824 came before the Senate at a time

8Jamna C. Duram, "A Study of Frustration: Britain, the USA and
the African Slave Trade, 18153-1870," in Sgcial Science, XL (October,
1965), 224, '
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when Americans were in the process of choosing a presidenﬁ -~ an elec~
tion in which Secretary of 8tate John Quincy Adams was a candidate
and held largely re#ponaible for the provisions of that Convention e
seems to have played a part in the Senate actiom which resulted in an
amended spproval of the treaty. Economic fear that the right of search
would result in English interference with American commerce also seems

to have played a part in the fate of joint Anglo~Americen action against

the slave trade.



CHAPTER IXI

THE STATUS OF THE SLAVE TRADE
IN ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS: 1817-1819

Anglo-American negotisztions regarding the African Slave Trade
from 1817 threough 1819 were carried on almost exclusively in London
hetween Richard Rush, Envoy Extrsordinary and Plenipotentisry, and
Viscount Castleresgh, Poreign Secretary of Great Britain. Richard Rush
was born in Philadelphiz on August 29, 1790, entered the College of
Kew Jersey at the age of 14, and was admitted to the Penpnsylvania bar
in 1810, Before serving as the Americsn minister to England under
Pregident Jemes Monroe, he had served as Attorney General of Pennsvl-~
vanieg, Attorney General of the United States, and temporarily as
Secretary of State from the insuguration of James Monroe until John
Ouincy Adams' return from London. He was appointed minister to Great
Britain on October 31, 1817, He was a gentleman who moved easily in
British society of the period, His sincere regard for the British
people, along with his tact and varied intellectual interests, afforded

him a wide meagure of success.1

1Richard Rush later served as Secretary of the Treasury in the
administration of John Quincy Adams and minister to France under Presi-
dent Polk from 1847 to 1849, For more information see: Dexter Perkins,
“Rush, Richard" in Dictionary of Awerican Biography, ed. Dumas Malone
(New York, 1935), XVI, 234, Viscount Castlereagh, whose actual name
was Robert Stewart, second Marquis of Londonderry and Viscount Caatle-
reagh, lived from 1769 unti{l 1822, He was educated at St. John's
College, Cambridge, and in his earlier life was promiment in Irish
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Rush and Castlereagh were both seeking to find s more effective
way to enforce their own laws against the slave trade. Joint sctiom
by the two countries would have avoided g duplicatiom of expenses and
effort. MNeither country had a clear-cut design for comtroling the slave
trade, but s joint police force with each country heving authority over
the merchant shipe of the other seemed to dbe necessary.

England desired such an sgreement through s treaty since a
distinction was clearly mede between piracy by statute of a countyry snd
piracy under internatiomal law. A High Court of Admiralty inm 1817 held
that the slave trade could only become pirecy, im the sbsence of a
general convention, whem so treated by all civilized mtim.z

The first nation in the world to outlew the African slave trade
wes the United States of Awerica by s act of Congress in 1807, This
act was to form & basis of accord betwsen Great Britain asnd the United

8tates in the ensuing negotiations for internatiomal control. The first

public stateswnt on the guestion of internstionsal regulation of the

politica. Appointed Foveign Secretary on Februsry 28, 1812 he held
this post until his death in 1822, During the psriod of thess negotis-
tions he was also lesder of the House of Cossmoms. cf. John A. Hamilton,
"Stewart, Robert,” in Detiomayy of Hetionsl ede. Sir

Leslie Stephen and Sir Sidney Les (Londom, 1917), XVIIX, 1233-1245.

%Hennis Teylor, A Irestiss so Intexnationsl Public law (Chicago,
1901), p. 237, Henry Whasaton in 1363 made 8 clear distinction between

piracy under the lsw of nstions snd piracy crested by municipal statute.
The reeder mey safely sssume thst this distinction waes recognised for
at least a few years bafore 1863, Whestom's statement i{n this regard
will also clear up the American stand in regard to the trial of those
asccusad of participating in the slave trade. “Piracy, under the law
of nations, may de tried snd punished in the courts of justice of sny
nation, by wvhomever and vheresoever committed; but piracy creasted by
mmicipal statute can only be tried by that state within whose
territorisl jurisdiction, sand on boerd of whose vessels, the offence
thus created was comnitted.” cf. Hemry Wheaton, Elements of Inter-
pationsl Law (Bostom, 1863), p. 236.
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slave trade was to come on July 9, 1817 in the British House of Commons.
On that day it introduced a resolution calling for the abolition of
the odiocus slave trade,

The main point of the British demands were stated at that time.
The resolution, according to Adams, stated that
some arrangement should be made which would give the dif-
ferent Powers of Europe (and they would even wish to include
the United States in such an arrangement) a right to search
each others vessels, snd contend in support of thisg
principle that the necessity of it applies, ag strongly as
to the right to segrch for contrabend of war.
Thus, what was to prove the main point of contention between the United
States and Great Britsin was enunciated from the very beginning.4
Great Britain began her overtures to the variocus powers of the
world shortly after this resolution passed the House of Commons. By
May of 1818 three such treaties had been completed with Spain, Portugal
snd the Netherlands. Upon presenting the Spanish treaty to Parliament
Lord Castlereagh made several remarks to the effect that it was not
sufficient for England alone to shut the doors of her colonies to the

slave trade. It would be necessary to include all of the nations of

the world involved in such trade to act in a similar menner. He

3John Quincy Adems to Secretary of State, 14 July, 1817, London
(piplomatic Dispatches, Record group 59, vol. 22) microfilm. Hereafter
cited as RG 59, v. 22.

aAdams, who was born in 1767 in Braintree, Massachusetts, of
John Adams, second President of the United States, and Abigail Smith
Adams, was educated in France, matriculated at Leyden University ,
and gradusted from Harverd in 1787, He was admitted to the Massa-
chugetts bar on July 15, 1770. _

John Quincy Adams, who became minister to the Netherlands in
1794, merried Louisa Catherine, daughter of Joshua Johnsom, of &
Maryland family. He served in the Massachusetts Senate in 1802 and
in the United States' Senate from 1803 until 1808, at which time he
resigned that post.
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stated at this time that 'the other islands of the West Indies, 'and
the southern provinces of the United States, would become the asylum

13 1f such international control were not effected.

and depot of it.
Richard Rush was somewhat disturbed by the fact that Castle-
reagh did not give due credit to the United States 'whoge legislators
led the way, with Europe against them, in this transcendant moral
reform."6 He also took the occasion of an accidental meeting with
Lord Castlereagh to state the nature of our lews in this regard =
that the United States had forbidden the importation of slaves, and
that rigorous penalties of fine and imprisomment had been imposed on
offenders, Castlereagh stated that he knew of our laws but intimated
that he questioned our ability to enforce them and invited Rugh to
investigate the provisions of the British treaties with the European
powers as & basis for similar action between the United States and
Great Britain for "the effectual extirpation of the traffic."7
Further outlines of the English proposal were not to come to
light until the Bnglish treaties were studied by the American states~
men and subsequent talks were held. In the meantime Rush introduced
into the problem a ceution which would give the United States an
additional self-interest motive for subgequent refﬁsala to sign a

treaty with Great Britain. Rush forwarded a treatise to Adams on the

wealth of the British Empire which alluded to the fact that the

SRueb to Adams, February 18, 1818, London (Diplomatic Dis-
patches, RG 59, v. 22) microfilm.

Sb1d.
Tybid.
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abolition of the slave trade would bring a stop to the cultivation of
suger in the English Islands. Rush's statewent in this regard is
gignificant since the American sugar industry was only about twenty-
three years old at the time. He said:

If the theory, that the abolition of the slave trade will put

a stop at a day nor very remote to the cultivation of sugar

in the English Islands can be supposed to have any foundation

in probability, perhaps it may not be wholly underserving atten-

tion in our own prospective countervailing regulatious.a
Sugar cane had been introduced by Iberville and grown ass s crop {n
Louisiana a8 early as 1751, but the process for crystallizing sugar was
not discovered until 1793 which would mgke United States' sugar pro-
duction still in its young stages of growth st the time of these
negotiations.

Lord Castlereagh approached Rush again in April of 1818 and
clarified several points of the proposed treaty. The right of search
was to be reciprocal and Iimited to only certain armed vessels of each
country =~ while the exercise of this right was to be strictly forbidden
to all others. These armed vessels were to form a type of naval
police mainly in Africen waters, and it was hoped that this would
effectively stop the glave traffic.

He further explained that the only basis upon which & captain
could be charged with the practice of slave trade would be the actual
finding of slaves on board the vessel. The presence of iromns or any

other presumption of criminal activity would not be sufficient to warrant

seizure or detention.

Bnnnh to Adame, April 10, 1818, London (Diplomstic Dispatches,
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Rush was informed at this time that France had also been
approached in regard to a similar treaty. France had not concluded a
treaty with England, However, because of her recent agbolitfon of
slavery, Castlereagh believed that France would do 80 in the near
future.

Rush then assured Lord Castlereagh that the President would
seriously consider any distinct propossls of Great Britain, especially
since America had long been aware of the evils of such traffic and had
legislated against it in their owm cauntry.g

In regard to these negotiations with other Eumsopean powers
Adams informed Rush thet he might suggest in a very tactful manner éo
Lord Castlereagh that the United States be brought in on the develop-
ments more a8 they were proceeding rather "than by a mere notification

of what has been done,“lo

if we were to be brought into concerted
action with them.

Lord Castlereagh again approached the topic in June of 1818 md
begged Rush to bring this to the serious consideration of the President.
He stated that at that time all European powers had either actually
forbidden the traffic or would do so in the nesr future. The only
exception to this wes Portugal who had reserved the right to continue

slave trading south of the equator. However, he did not see how this

traffic would be effectively stopped without the mutual right of search,

9Rndh to Adams, April 15, 1818, Londan {Diplomstic Dispatches,
RG 59, v. 22) wmicrofilm,

105dams to Rush, 30 May, 1818, Washington (National Archives,
Records of the Department of State, Diplomatic Instructions, All Coun-
tries, 8:200) microfilm. Hereafter cited as Diplomatic Instructions.
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"with a Power of detaining the vessels of either State with Slaves
actually on pgggg."ll He continued by stating that his government was
willing to listen to any suggestions that the Americans might have to
further regulate and avoid abuse of the practice.

In a conversation shortly after this Castlereagh suggested that
he send Rush copies of the treaties concluded between England and the
other European powers in this regard, and atated that it was his inten-
tion to suggest g treaty along similar grounds with the United States,
Rugh informed Lord Castlereagh at that point that ''the detatched and
distant situation of the United States if not other causes"lz might
necessitate some alterations in the provisions of such a treaty even
though the broad principles upon which these treaties were basged were
acceptable to the United States, Castlereagh again assured Rush that
the British government was willing to listen to eny United States'
propoaalu.ls

After studying the English treaties, Adams stated that in
addition to his objection to the mutual right of search that it

would be viewed In a still more aggraevated light, if, as in
the Treaty with the Netherlands, connected with a formal
aduission that even vessels under convoy of 8hips of War of

their own Nationz should be liable to search by the Ships of
War of another.l

IICastlereagh to Rush, June 20, 1818, Poreign Office (Diplomatic
Dispatches, RG 59, v. 22) microfilm,

12push to Adems, June 26, 1818, London (Diplomatic Dispatches,
RG 59, v. 22) microfilm.

13:21 .

14) dems to Rush snd Gallatin, Nov. 2, 1818, Washington (Diplo~
matic Instructions, 8:256) microfilm,
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Just before Christmas of 1818 Mr. Rush forwarded to Lord Castle-
reagh a commmication informing him of a2 new American law pasged in
April of 1818 prohibiting the landing of slaves by any country's ships
in the United States. At this time he also stipulated two objections
that the United States had to the provisions of the treaties forwarded
to the United States. The first of these objections was to the
establishment of mixed courts for the purpose of trying those accused
of participating in the slave trade., Since the United States had no
colonies on the éoast of Africa or the Weat Indies, our judges would be
acting out of American territory. It was the considered opinion that
at best it would involve s questionable interpretation of the American
Constitution to allow this. In addition to this fect the Constitution
provided thet a judge holds his position only during good behavior and
was subject to impeachment for wrong conduct. Foreign judges judging
American citizens in these mixed courts would not be subject to im-
peachment and thus we would be reairicting the protection of the law to
American citizens.l?

The other objection atipulated in this communication regarded
the fate of the slaves involved in such a capture, Should the tribunal
decide that they were to be sent to the United States, America could
not guarantee their status as freemen since these regulations in regard

to the Negro were local laws and not federal ones.16

lsAdumn to Rush and Gallatin, Nov. 2, 1818, Dept, of State.

American State Papers, Foreign Relations, V, 72-73, Hereafter cited
as Aperican §Stete Pepexs.

lsxuch to Castlereagh, December 21, 1818, London (Diplomatic
Dispatches, RG 539, V. 23) microfilm.
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Shortly after this Mr. Rush was visited by Mr., William Wilbex-
force of the House of Commons expressing his regret at the United
States' refusal of the English proposals. Wilberforce, a leader of the
antiglavery group in Englend, feared that Russis snd France might follow
America's lead in this and thus cause the continuation of the African
slave trade. He stated that the Russian emperor ''was prepared to give
his consent to the plan for rendering the slave trade an offence
against the law of nations, and placing it upon a footing with piracy
«.."17  Rugh then informed him of the history of America's legislation
against the slave trade and stated that if all countries did likewise
the trade would stop.

Rush was again approached on the subject by Mr. Wilberforce —
this time in the cospany of the Marquis of Lansdowne, the leading Whig
in the House of Peers. Their main point of inquiry regerded the right
of search clauses of the proposed tresty. Rush was very xplicit in
his opinion that the United States would not accept such a stipulation.
He went on to explain:

There were already so many painful recollections comnected
with the searching of their vessels upon the high seas by the
naval officers of great Britain [gig], thet the revival of the
practice under whatever circumstances, or for wvhatever pur-
poses attempted, might naturally be expected to meet wi{ﬁ
universal snd atrong repugnance throughout our country.

It was sbout this same time that Myr. Rush was given an appoint-

ment at the Foreign Office on the wrong day end was ushered into a

17nuah to Adams, January 30, 1819, London (Diplomatic Dispatches,
RG 59, V. 23) microfilm. :

180 ush to Adams, March 5, 1819, London (Diplomatic Dispatches,
RG 59, v. 23) microfilm.
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meeting of the big four powers of Europe by mistake. He was later to
learn that the subject of that meeting was the slave trade. This led

him to state:

Perhaps I should not hazard too much in inferring, that about
the same disposition must have existed to recognize a community
of interest and feeling with us on this question as were mani-
fested by the ssme allies in 1814, when they_ left us to take
care, single-handed, of our maritime rights,

In a subsequent conversation with Lord Castlereagh on the sub-
ject the Poreign Secretary stated that he wished the United States
could get over its constitutional scruples regarding the miwed courts
and he believed then the two governments would come to some agraement.20
John Quincy Adams in his reply to Rush's dispatches on these
points was somewhat more blunt than Rush was to Lord Castlereasgh. He

gtated in a letter to Rush:

The most noble Marquis [Lansdowne], it seems together with Mr.
Wilberforce, is laying seige to us, with that steam battery,
the slave trade. As the interference of these Gentlemen in
this affeir is an altogether extra officisl and not remarkably
delicate, T think you would do well, to suggest to them .that if
the British Govermment will begin by stipulating, never, from
this day forth to the end of time, to take by force a vhite man
from an Americen Merchant vessel on the high seas (uhless as a
prisoner of war) we will listen to proposals to let them search
American vessels for black men in time of peace, And that so
long as their bumanity for white freemen stops short of such an
engagement, for fear it should unman their Navy, they may spare
themselves the trouble of applying to us to unman our Independ-
ence by trusting them to search our ships for black slaves to
emancipate. I am not partial to the tribe of Empires, whose
infallible remedies are always worse than the disease,.?

191b14.

20pugh to Adams, March 22, 1819, London (Diplomatic Dispatches,
RG 59, v. 23) nicrofilm.

2lpdams to Rush, 2nd May, 1819, Washington (The Adsms Fapers
(Part II), Boston, 1955) microfilm. Hereafter cited as The Adams Papers.
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It should be kept in mind that during this same period negotia~
tions were still going on with Great Britain regarding the impressment
of American seamen in the War of 1812,

Thus, the main point of American rejection was laid out in
clear terms. As long as the sore spot of the impressment of American
seamen lingered in Anglo-American relations there was really little
hope of a common agreement in regard to the proposed treaty.

In November of 1819 Castlereagh decided to open negotiations
once again on the subject but stated to Mr. Rush that due to the
failure of negotiations to this point and the fact that Great Britain
had appointed Mr. Stratford Canning as minister to America that further
negotiations would be carried on in wgahington.zz

Rew powers given to the President by Congress in March of 1819
were to provide a pew bargasining point in thege further negotiations.
Congress had suthorized the President to use armed vessels to cruise in
waters off the coast of Africa; '"and other new provisions are intro-
duced for intercepting and punishing such delinquent citizens as may be
found . . "

Thus after two years of negotiastions the points of difference
botled down to two — the reciprocal right of search and the question-
able constitutionaliity of the proposed mixed courts. As things
evolved, these became the main points of contention backed up by the

less important one of the disposition of the slaves involved in capture.

2zcastler«agh to Rush, 11 Rovember, 1819, Poreign Office (Diplo-
matic Dispatches, RG 59, v. 24) microfilm.

23pueh to Castlereagh, November 16, 1819, London (Diplomatic
Dispatches, RG 59, v. 24) microfilm,



CHAPTER IIX

THE STATUS OF THE SLAVE TRADE
IN ANGLO-AMERICAN RELATIONS: 1820-1823

Between the years 1817-1819 the United States and Gréﬂt Britain
had held numerous talks concerning a joint agreement on the abolition
of the African Slave Trade. All of the proposals had been made by
Great Britsin; the United States had rejected all. The British pro-
posals called for the mutual and reciprocal right of search of merchant
vessels suspacted of participating in the slave trade, adjudication of
these cases by a mixed tribunal made up of judges from each country,
and the fate of the slaves ianvolved to be determined by the capturing
country.

The United States found constitutional and legal problems with
the gsecond and third parts of the proposals. American hatred and fearx
of Bnglish acts of impressment in the War of 1812 led to a rejection
of the first point of the English proposal. These same grounds of
rejection were to plague American relations with Eangland during the
next five years, and the Executive Department conceded the right of
search only on the basis of its severe limitation and at the prodding
of the Foreign Affairs Committee of the House of anpreaentativan.l

Prioxr to 1820 the negotiations had been carried on in London

lth& writer finds no evidence that Southern fears for their
institution of slavery were more bagic as a cause for these rejections.
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between Lord Castlereagh and Richard Rush. In 1820 Stratford Canning
was named Envoy Extraordinary and Minister Plenfipotentiary to the
United States. The nagotiations took place in Washington until the
actual drawing up of a convention between the two countries began in
January of 1824 when they were transferred back to London.

Stratford Canning's opposite official in Washington was to be
Secretary of Btate, John Quincy Adams., From 1809 until 1814 he served
as mianister to St, Petersburg., During his absence from the country his
appointment to the Supreme Court was confirmed by the Senate in
Paebrusry of 1811. BHe refused this post. In 1814 he became a member of
the commission to meet with the English to end the War of 1812 which
resulted in the Treaty of Ghent, signed on Degember 21, 1814, From
thera he bscame minister to Oreat Britain where he served until his
appointment 8s Secretary of State by James Monroe in March of 1817,
assuming the duties of that office on September 22, 1817, He occupied
this post unti]l his election as the sixth President of the United States
1a 1825.%

During his service on the commission which drew up the Treaty
of Chent and his subsequent service as minister to Creat Britain,

John Quincy Adams became intimately acquainted with the problem of the
English impressment of seamen from Americen ships which was one of the
causes for the War of 1812, He was forced to leave this impertant
question unanswered by tha Treaty of Ghent and it was to play an import-

ant part in the Anglo-American negotiations for the suppression of the

Zyorthington Chsuncey Ford, “Adams, Joha Quincy," in g_g_g%mg
of Americen Biography, ed. Dumas Malone (New York, 1935), I, 84-93.
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slave trade.

He never acquired a love for the British. His nstionalism often
took the form of Anglophobia, which he, in part, received from bis
father., His relations with the English at Ghent and dJduring bis subse-
quent stay in London did nothing to ease Adams' hatred of the English.
His Anglophobia wag to severely affect the negotiations for a slave trade
convention.

Bradford Perkins characterizes this aspect of John Quincy
Adams as follows:

« « « the London Times declared: 'Mr. Adsms ﬁny be considered
as pledged by principle, and want of primciple, to the most
bitter and durable hatred of Great Britain.'" Above all Alams
looked forward to the day when America would cease to be a
cockboat in the wake of H.M.S. §ritannia.3

Lord Castlereagh sent Stratford Csnning to the United States in
1820 with instructions to work for the acceptance of England's previous
proposals by the United States. If he failed in this, he was to seek
American counter proposals for the effective control of the African
slave trade. In the event that the two countries could come to some
common agreement, Canning was to be invested with full powers to secure
the agreement. Castlereagh {mpressed upon Canning that His Majesty's
government considered this an important measure,

In hisg first meeting with Mr; Adams on the subject he was faced
with thé traditional opposition of the United States which had caused

the failure of talks in London between Richard Rush and Lord Castle-

reagh; hamely, the American Constitution would not sllow the United

3Bradford Perkins, Castlereagh and Adsms: England snd the United
States 1812-1823 (Los Angeles, 1964), p. 42,
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States to agree to the proposed mixed tribunals and the opposition of
this governmment to the right of search because of its "supposed"” con-
nection with the question of impressmant.é

The connection of the right of search and the impressment
question, still unanswered since Ghent in 1814, comtinued to be brought
forth throughout these talks between the United States and Great
Britain. This, however, was not just Adams' personal Anglophobia
showing forth because other members of the Cabinet and the Legislature
also feared the comnectiomn.

In & Csbinet meeting held on December 23, 1820 the proposals as
set forth by Mr. Canning were presented by the Secretary of State.
The proposals were the same as had been presented to Mr. Rush more than
a year before. With regard to the proposel for mixed courts the
Csbinet was unanimous in its opinion that we could accept ne such tri-
bunals., With regard to the right of search, however, the feelings were
mixed. Mr. Smith Thompson, the Secretary of the Navy, did not feel
that the United States should continue to oppose the measure. He
felt that this would cast doubt on our sincerity in opposing the alave
traffic. He also feared that the British Govermment would use this to
discredit America with the other European powers. If the srrangements
could be such that the vessels involved could be brought to American
ports for adjudication, he was inclined to allow the right of search.

Mr. John C. Calhoun, the Secretary of War, on the other hand,

felt just the opposite, He felt that England's motives were self-

4Cann1ng to Castlereagh, October 28, 1820, Washington, British
State Pspers, VIII, 39%.
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interest and smbition. Since her oun people could not take part in the
slave trade, it was to her own advantage to prevent others from doing
so. All of her colonial, commercial and shipping interests were deeply
affected by it. Her protestations of benevolence were only ostensible
in his view. He also feared that the United States would appear as an
English satellite in this regard, s point more distressing to us since
we had led the way by abolishing the slave trade in 1807.

Adams, as expected, agreed with Mr. Calhoun in most of his
points but did give the British credit fo; being motiveted by feelings
of humanity,

President James Monroe dismissed the discussion of motivation
a8 irrelevant and stated that he was not in favor of allowing the right
of search. He felt that this would atrengthen the American cause in any
further discussions on the question of impressment. This alone, he
felt, was a decisive reason for contimuing to reject this proposal.s

In his communication to Stratford Camning on the administration's
decision, Adams insisted that no American citizem would be tried for
any offense againat the laws of his own country "without the inter-
vention of a8 grand jury to sccuse and of & jury of trial to decide
upon the charge."6

It was in this same letter that the Secretary of State put

forth the first proposal of the United States for comtrol of the slave

S3John Quincy Adams Diary, December 23, 1820 (The Adams Papers,
reel 34) microfilm. Hereafter cited as Adams Diary.

®sdams to Cenning, December 30, 1820, Dept. of State. American

State Papers, V, 76.
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trade. Because of an act of Congress passed in March of 1819 giving
the President suthority to have armed vessels cruise off the coast of
Africa for the purpose of controlling the slave trade, Adams suggested
that the American and British ships sail together and give each other
any assistance that they could to the desired end without jeopardizing
their own duties. This type of procedure could be accomplished simply
by giving orders to the respective ship Captains and would not neces~
sitate any kind of formal agreement,

Canning, communicating this proposal to his Government, con-
tinued to press the problem in talks with the Secretary of State.
Adamg, feeling that Great Britain had not properly understood the force
of the American vejection of the British proposals, alerted Richard Rush
in London and instructed him to let it be knowmn, if aspproached on the
subject, that "the right of mutual search, can on our part, under no
circumstances whatsoever be admitted."’

Based on the informati{on available to the House of Representa~
tives, which must be conjectural for an illicit trade, it was estimated
that between fifty and eighty thousend Africans a year were carried off
into slavery. Based on a study of the Engligh treaties with Spain,
Portugal, and the Netherlands, snd the proposals made by Great Britain
to the United States, a report of the House Committee studying the
slave trade was submitted and accepted on February 9, 1821. In this
report the Committee stated that concerted sctiom would be helpful to

suppress the trede and that the expense of the suggested naval operations

7Adams to Rush, 6 Februery, 1821, Washington (Diplomatic Instruc-
tions, 9:68) microfilm,
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was not prohibitive. They also saw no serious difficulties with regard
to the right of search because of the limited right conceded. The
disposal of the slaves involved would be taken care of according to a
law of March, 1819, which provided for their being sent back to
specified ports in Africa. The final outcome was that the Committee
recommended to the President that he

« + o enter into such arrangements as he may deen suitable
and proper, with one or more of the maritime powers of gnxope,
for the effectual abolition of the African slave trade.

By March 1821, spparently the President and his advisors had
not yet agreed with all of the points of the House recommendation.
Canning informed Castlereagh at that time that Adems had "4eclared
explicitly that nothing, as he believed, could induce the President to
admit the proposed right of search,"? Something was to change the admin~
istration's mind on the point before serious negotiations were to get
underwvay.

The British accepted the Americsn proposal for joint action off
the African coast but expressed the opinion that this joint action was
extremely inadequate to accomplish the desired end. England, however,
was not satisfied with this and continued to seek for measures more i{n
line with their proposals. The fact of the House Committee report gave
them new hope that they would be successful.

In sll of these considerations it must be kept in mind that

8Rhgurt of House Committee, February 9, 1821, American State
Papexs, V, 93.

9Canaing to Castlereagh, 8th Merch, 1821, Washington,. British
State Papers, IX, 62, :
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both countries were seeking to enforce their own laws. Slave trading
was not, at that time, a crime in internetional law. Indeed, if it
were, things would have been much simpler. Keeping this in mind, it
is emsier to understand the lashing Adams, in effect, gave Canning in
“August of 1821 when he wrote that according to the treaties which
England had slready signed with Spain, Portugal and the Netherlands
end that they continued to suggest we follow

« « o that the Citizens of The United States, engaged in

commerce upon the High 8S8eas, should be liabile under certain

circumstances, in time of Peace, to have their Vessels searched,

and, with their Persons, seized and carried away by the Naval

Officers of a Foreign Power; subjected to the decision of »

Tribunal in a Foreign Land, without benefit of the intervention

of a Jury of Accusation, or of a Jury of Trial, by s Court of

Judges snd Umpires, half of whom would be Foreigners, and all

irrespopsible to the Supreme Authorities of the United States.

To such modes of Trial, and by such forms of Process, were the

Citizens of the Union to be subjected, uadei chaxrges for

offences against the Laws of their Count.y! 0

In this same letter he took up an argument stated earlier by
President Monrce. We considered the British acts of impressment to be
against the Law of Nstions in time of war. ‘We were not now to go
agalnst our legal stend in time of peace when the principle was admitted.
He also took special issue against the point in those treaties which
gave the right of search even when a merchant vessel was in the pres-
ence of ships-of~war of her own nation.
In Canning's reply to this letter he made a distinction between

the belligerent right of search sand the mutually reciprocal right of

search proposed by Great Britsin. He seemed to be dwelling on the point

10, 3ams to Canning, 15th August, 1821, Dept. of State British

Mm IX, 80-81.
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of reciprocity both in regards to the tribumals and the right of search.
He implied that the United States was not taking sdequate appraisal of
the mutuality of these proposnla.ll

Throughout the time during which Castlereagh was Foreign Secre-
tary he had tried and succeeded to a large extent in treating the
United States as an equal in diplomatic affairs. It secems doubtful
that the Americans accepted this equality even though this was a point
that they desired desperately at this point in our national growth.
Throughout their negotiations with Great Britain rggarding the slave
trade the United States constantly threw up objections which smack of
our fear of being taken advantage of by th§ naval power of Great Britain.
Granted America had reasson for fesr, and hatred, of England from the
treatment they had received from her in the War of 1812 but the United
States did not recognize the sbout-face in English foreign policy
following this war.

Lord Castlereagh provided & breakthrough in the negotiations
vhen, in a counversation with Richard Rush in London, he pointed to each
state comstituting its own courts for adjudication of the cases which
should be brought to it. He also suggested that Great Britain and the
United States together approach France in an effort to get her to
enforce her laws against the slave trcde.lz

By 1822 apparently the actions of American and English ships

off the coast of Africas were having their effects. The flags of these

11
78‘79 .

Canning to Adams, 27th August, 1821, Waghington Xbid., pp.

lzncuoranﬂum of conversation between Castlereagh and Rush, April,
1822 Ibid., X, 247.
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countries were no longer being used in the slavé trade but that of France
was being used extensively.

The United States declined the offer of joint action with Greast
Britain at the Court of France but, 28 America was to do later in 1823
with the Monroe Doctrine, they struck out on their own. The American
minister to Paris, Mr. Albert Gallatin, was instructed to approach the
Paris offictals on his own in this regar&.

Except for the concession by Great Britain there had been little
change in the actuallcourse of negotiations toward a formal agreement
since 1817 when Eng) nd first proposed such s move to Richard Rush in
London. One suggestion, which was made but apparently never seriously
considered, was made by the French minister in Washington. This proposel,
which was apparently dome without instructions from home, would seem to
have done away with one of the main objections to the right of search.
It suggested that each party appoint Commissioners, vested with propef
authority, and have them on board each other's cruisers to do the
searching.13

In July of 1822 the United Staﬁes wag still adament in its
refusal to allow the right of gearch. Mr. Csnning informed Castlereagh
that the United States would not act with Great Britain in urging
action by France on the slave trade isaue. He also stated that, in his
opinion, the Americans would take no other measures against the trade

than to engage a number of cruisers off the coast of west Africa,l%

lscanning to Castlereagh, 8 Msy, 1822, Washington, Ibid., p. 249,

141p14., 16 July, 1822, p. 253.
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Shortly after this Lord Castlereagh broke down and on August
12, 1822 he took his life by cutting his throst with & small knife.
Meny Americans, in their Anglophobia, found 1t impossible to mourn his
pessing but

+ « o John Quincy Adams and Richard Rush, the two Americans
vho knew Londonderry best through their service at the
Court of St. James, regretted his passing and doubte?sthat
any successor would be so devoted to good relations.

The Americens bad some ground for fear for the new Foreign
Secretery, Mr., George Canning, cousin of the minister to the United
States, Stratford Canning, had quarreled with the Marquess of London~
derry on numerous occasions and had even fought a duel with him in
1809 in which neither was seriously injured.16

In Mr. George Canming's first instructiom to Stratford Canning
on the slave trade he stated that it was unfortunate that the United

States could not see g distinction between the belligerent right of

search and the regulated right of search proposed by England. 1In fact,

15Perk1ns, Castlereagh snd Adams, p. 303.

16'l‘he new Foreign Secretary was born in 1770 and entered the
House of Commons in January of 1794. He served ss Undersecretary for
Foreign Affairs from 1796 until 1799 when he was made Commissioner
of the Board of Control. He served as Paymaster-general from 1800 to
1801 and as Treasurer of the Navy beginning in 1804, At the age of 37
he became Foreign Minister and served in that post for two and a half
years. He retired from public life in 1809 after his duel with London-
derry but returned to Parliament from 1810 until 1812. In 1814 he
left England for Lisbon and on his way there was appointed minister to
Portugal. In 1816 he became President of the Board of Control and in
1822 had just accepted the post of Governor=Gemeral of India. However,
before he could leave England to take up his new duties, Castleresgh
destroyed himself. George Canning was appointed Forelign Secretary —
a post which he accepted. cf. Thomas Edward Kebbel, "Canning, Ceorge,"
in Dictionary of National Biogrsphy, eds. Sir Leslie Stephen and Sir
Sidney Lee (London, 1917), 111, 872-883, ‘
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he saw this regulated right as acting in favor of the American view
rather than against it. He went on to state that

Great Britain desires no other than that sny of her SBubjects,

who 8o far defy the Laws, and dishonour the charscter of their

Country, a8 to engage in a trade of blood, proscribed not more

by the Acts of the Legislature, than by the National feeling,

;— nhag}d be detected and brought to justice, even by Foreign

ands.
Stratford Canning brought the matter to the official attention
of Secretary Adams in a letter on January 29, 1823, Here he stated
his hopes that the Americans would either see their way clear to accept
the British proposals or suggest counter-proposals more effective than
the joint sailing of vessels off the coast of Africa which both had
accepted by this time. Although English and Ameérican flags were no
longer being used in the glave traffic, there was still s large traf-
fic being carried on. He zlso requested sgein joint Anglo-American
action at the court of France. There was strong reason to suspect that
American and Englieh ships were using French colors to carry on the
trade.la
The first major breskthrough on the American side of the nego-

tiations came in March of 1823 when Adems reminded S. Canning that
according to American laws slave trading was a crime on the part of tﬁe
person of sn American citizen no matter whether he ssiled on an American

vessel or a foreign ome. He went on to make a proposal to the British

which would provide a common basis for further talks.

17¥r. Secy. Cenning to S. Canning, October 11, 1822, Foreign
Office British Stete Papers, X, 254-235.

183. Canning to Adsms, 29 Januery, 1823, Washington American State

Papexs, Vv, 327.
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I am directed by the President of the United States to propmo

on their part the edoption, by Great Britain, of the

of this act, and to offer a mutusl stipulation to snnex :he pen-
alties of pirscy te the offence of participating in the slave
trade by the citizens or subjects of the vespective pexties.
This proposal iz mede as a substitute for thet of cenceding a
matual right of search, and of ¢ srul by mixed commission which
would be rendered -zeless by i,

In anewer to this letter, S. Canning wuggested that the adjudi-
cation of thess cases be handled in the ovdimary wey by admitting the
jurisdiction of a court of admirelty of the captor as he supposed to
bBe the common practices in piracy cases. He reiterated the sentiments
of George Camning as expressed in his first {mstructiom to his ainister
in Weshingtom.

Es went on to state that 1t was not the severity of the penslty
frvolved which would stop the traffic but detection and prmm;tiou.

Be informed Mr, Adems thet there were Americem ships involved in the
trade which had not been detected by the Americen cruisers. He further
stated that Great Britain was willing to limit the number of vessels
involved, specify parts of the ocesn where it could be dome, and that
such action would de carried om under other vegulations of mutusl con-
sent. He also steted again the distinctiou between the belligerant
right of search and what was here pmué.m

These proposals involved several conceseions to American fesl-
iugs from those previously agreed to with Spain, Portugal and the

Hetherlands.

wmm to 8. Caoning, 31lst March, 1823, n-yt. of State Ibid.,
P 323.

204, Canning to Adums, 8th April, 1823, Weshington 1bid., p. 329.
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Adams, however, took issue with several of Mr. Canning's state-
ments and presented the Americen stand in an sxtremely clear way. In
regard to the adjudication by courts of admiralty he stated that "it
wag precisely because the jurisdiction was foreign that the objection
was taken to the trial by mixed commigsioners. . . ."21 He further
remarked that this wes not the grdinsry way of handling cases of piracy
in time of peace, and further that this principle was 'solemmly recog-
nized by the decision of s British court of admirakty.“zz There was &
profound difference between piracy by the Law of Mations, of which this
was not a pert, and piracy by statute of a given country he said. He
lashed out st Mr. Canning when he stated
« « o for, although Great Britain, as you remark, may be willing
to absndon those of her subjects who defy the laws and tarnish
the character of their country by participating in this trade to
the dispensation of justice even by foreign hands, the Unitced
States axe bound to remember that the power which ensbles a
court to try the guilty authorizes them also to pronounce upon
the fate of the inmnocent, and that the very question of guilt or
inmocence {s that which the protecting care of their Constitu-
tion has reserved for the citirzens of this Union to the exclusive
decision of their own countrymen.23
Until all countries recognized the slave trade as piracy, it
was not part of the Law of Nations, and the United States would retain
jurisdiction over such cases. We would, however, accept a provision
for captured persons to be turned over to their own countries for trial.
By the middle of 1823 the main lines of agreement had been

reached. If the right of search were conceded by the United States, {t

21Ad¢mc to 5, Canning, 24 June, 1823, Dept. of State ]bid., p.
330.
22
Ibid.

231h1d., p. 331.
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was to be confined to certain waters, restricted to specific vessels of
war, and the actions of the boarding officer were to be closely regu-
lated. Persons caught in such activity were to be turned over to their
oun country for trisl; the slaves involved were to be taken care of
according to the country to which the ship belonged.

Mr, Stratford Cenning left the United States in June of 1823
te conclude a formal convention in London where Mxr., Richard Rush would
be the negotiator for the United States. Upon his departure Adams
said of Mr. Camming:

He is, of all foreign Ministers with whom I bave had occasion

to treat, the man who has most severely tried my temper. . .

de hes, however, a great respect for his word, and there is
nothing false sbout him. This {s an excellent quality for a
negotistor. Mr. Cemning is & man of forms, studious of courteey,
and tenacious of private morals. As a diplomatic man, his

great want is suppleness, asd his great virtue is sincerity.2%

Mr, Adams instructed Richard Rush concerning all that had oc-
curred between himself and Mr. 8. Canning. Rush's instructions
included aevéral points which Adams insisted were necessary before a
treaty was drawn up by the two countries. First, that even if the slave
trade were to become part of the Law of Ratfons, thereby making the
slave ship seizable by any country, the defendsuts were to be tried by
courts of the country to vhich the slave ship belonged. Rush was
given a proposed draft of a comvention to be brought forward omly if
Great Britalu agreed to declare the slave trade piracy by statute,

Adama brought up a point which had botheved both him and Rush

as early as the first overture by Great Bristimn in 1818; nasmely, that

24pdams Diary, Jume 24, 1823, microfilm.
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ve vere constantly belnz informed of EZuropesn proceedings gfier the
the fact. He stated:

From the penersi policy of sveilding to intermeddle in Euvopean
affairs, we have acquiessed [@ic’| in this course of proceeding;
but to esxrry fully inte effect the late Resolution of the House
of Representatives, snd to pursue the discussion heresfter with
Oreat Britalo herself, whether upon the propossls or upim ours,
it is obvicusly proper that commmicstion should be mede to us
of tha progress of Ruropesn Regotistions for sceomplishing the
comon purpose, while 1t {s {o delibevation. 1If we ave to to~
operate im the result it {s just that we should be comsulted, gg
least, with vegard to the wmesns which we ave imvited to edopt.

The sain points of sgresment had beenm outlined., America had
finally agreed to a wore offective mwans of suppressing the sleve tyade
through some type of jofnt actien. Howewver, these agresuents were not
yvet binding on either party. Particulers of the type of joint asction
had alsc to b sgresd upon. Foll powers and instructices had been given
to Hichard Rawh to concluds a treaty with Crest Britain containing the
stated safegunards to jmericen rights on the high seas. The drawing up
of the tresty bagan in Jumary of 1824,

255dune to Bush, 24 Jume, 1823, Washingten (Diplewmstic Instruce
tions 9:358) microfilm,



CHAPTER 1V
THE CONVENTION OF 1824

The British plenipotentiaries for the convention were Stratford
Camning and Mr, William Huskisson who was a member of the British
cabinet as President of the Board of Trade and Treasurer of the Navy.
Rush characterized Mr. W. Huskisson as "genetall; regarded g8 a man of
liberal principles and conciliating temper."l

Richard Rush followed his instructions from Adams meticulously.
The British pienipotentiasries agreed completely to the principle of
declaring the slave trade piracy if agreement could be reached on all
parts of the proposed plan.

With this preliminary taken care of they entered into active
negotiations on January 23, 1824, There were a total of seven confer-
ences which ended on March 13, 1824 with the signing of the Convention.

The British offered only five major objections to the proposal
as outlined by Jobhn Quincy Adams. Their first objection involved what
they supposed to be a loophole for citimens or subjects sailing under
the flag of a third party. Rush pointed out that he considered this
covered by the wording of the second article which stated "or for the

account of their subjects or citizens., . . ." They agreed to this

1Rnah to Adams, 23 January, 1824, London American State Papers,
v, 316,
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conclusion.

Their second objection imvolved the trial of those suspected,
They asked {f — since both considered the trade as piracy - shouldn't
those taken from & third party ship be tried by the captor? Since an
affirmative emswer to this would violate one of the primary provisions
of the proposal the British withdrew their objection to thiz point.

If the condemnation of a vegsel as partaking in the slave trade
came before the condemmation of the persons, would not there arise a
ticklish situation making the people on board sutomstically guilty?
Would not the people involved be condemming themselves in their testi-
mony? In guch a case, Rush answered, the commsmder of the capturing
vessel could be called to teatify against the vessel thus eliminating
the necessity of questioning the crew in the first place, Even if this
were not possible, the presence of slaves on board — the only basis for
detention -~ would be sufficient to prove guilt. They acceded to this
third point also,

Fourthly, the fifth article of the proposal forbad the removal
of any person or cargo from the detained vessel — g point surely in-
gserted by Adams because of the impressment issue. Considering the
inhuman conditions on board these vessels for the slaves, Canning and
Huskisson stated, humenitarian reasons would necessitate the removal of
some of the slaves to preserve their health end even their lives. Rush
interpreted the word person to apply only to the crew and not to the
slaves. He savw no objection, under suitable regulations, to the re-
moval of some of the slaves for humanitarian reasons.

Lastly, they asked that some provisions be made for the deten-

tion of the crew of the slave ship be provided for on their own vessel
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since such outlaws could get desperate and attempt escaspe if no such
provision were made., Rush acceded to this point.z

Rush, in the final agreement, maintained all of the essential
points of the American proposal., As he stated to Secretary of Stgte
John Quincy Adams:

The essential principles of our plan, as gathered from my

best attention to it, in comnexion [ 8ic] with your instructioms,
I considered to be: lst. That this nation was to declare the
slave trsde piracy by act of Parlisment. 2d. That the captured
veasel was to be gsent to her own country for trial before its
tribunsls, and never before those of the capturing power. 3d.
That no individual belonging to the crew was ever to be taken
out of the accused vessel. 4th, That the capturing officer
should be laid under the mwst effective responsibility for his
conduct, in all respects. 5th. That no merchant vessel under
the protection or in the presence of a ship-of-war of her own

nation was ever tu be visited by a ship~of-war of the other
nation.

All of these points were preserved in the Convention. On
March 31, 1824 the British Parliament declared the slave trade piracy.
Shortly sfter this she ratified the treaty and gent it to America by
special packet., By the first week of May it was presented to the
United States Senate for approvsl.

The main topic under discussion in the Benate during that first
week of May wae the tariff; and, therefore, it was severasl days before
actual discussions on the Slave Trade Convention began. In the meantime
John Quincy Adams was visited by Senator Rufus King of New York on May
3rd who talked‘with Adams regarding several topics and told Adams that,

at that time, no opposition to the Convention was contemplated in the

Zpush to Adams, 15 March, 1824, Ibid., pp. 316-317.

31b4d., p. 318.
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Senate.4 However it was not long before opposition became apparent.

. By the seventh of May, maneuvers were already under way to pre-
vent approval of the treaty by the Senate, On that day Adams was
visited by Mr. George Shay and Mr. Mosher who told him "that there was
much uneagsinees and excitement in the publie mind, upon this convention
recently contluded with Great Britain, in which it was said the mitual
right of search at see had been conceded."™ 1In the same entry in his
diary Adamg stated that he was informed that a meeting had been called
in Baltimore, the purpose of which was to pressure the Senate into
rejecting the treaty. Adams answered speveral questions posed by these
two gentlemén and then went on to stete what he believed to be the
reagsons for this opposition:

The causes of this are two., The first a statement made by

George Canning in Parlisment that in this convention the right

of search was mutually conceded -~ and this statement made by

him as 8 gilding to the pill, of a Bill to make the Slave trade

piracy, the sine qua non, and preliminary to concession of the

mutual right of capture, and consequent right of visitation and

search, wvhich Bill he was then to introduce and carry through

Parliament is the first and as yet the omly knowledge which our

People have of this Convention it having been circulated by para-

graphs in all our newspapers. The second is the keen and eager

look out of my political opponents, at this moment, for anything

that may serve as a missile weapon against me. They have thus

snatched at this jesuitical statement of Canning, and without

seeing the Convention endeavor to raisg a popular clamour against

me for conceding th~ right of search.”

In this same entry in his diary Adams stated that he had informed

the British minister, Mr. Addington, that there would probably be some

opposition to the convention in the Senate. Addington said that he had

éAdamx Diary, May 3, 1824, microfilm.

Ibid., May 7, 1824, brnia.
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thought so, and that it would come from Generasl Andrew Jackson of
Tennessee and Mr. Macon of North Csrolina. Adsms had zlso spoken to
Rufus King of New York and James Barbour of Virginia about the conven-
tion. King approved it but "Barbour, a caucious Yéig_ man geemed very
cooly diasposed towards it."?

Adams' political opponents ralsed a storm over his concession
of the right of search., This opposition was led by William Crawford.

President Monroe was

8 little uneasy st the opposition in Senate to the ratification
of the S8lave Trade Piracy Comvention. He said he thought it
very important; not only in itself but as indicating to the
European Holy allies, an understanding upon ghat great interest
between the United States and Great Britain.

The thirteenth of May brought the firast proposed amendment to
the convention by the Senste. The amendment, proposed by James Barbour
of the Committee on Foreign Relations, added that the Convention could
be broken off by either party with s six month notification.

May fourteenth brought another visit to Adams from King who
figured that it would be necessary to include the limitation smendment.
He stated his opposition to the smendment snd added that

« « o there was no ressoning with fear. The members from some
of the Southern States, had taken a panic at the late Speeches
in the British Parliasment, looking to the abolition of Slavery,
and were exceedingly sdverse to forming any comcert with the

British gavernmant whatever, in reference to the subject of
alavery.

Opposition to the measures contimued and settled on two ostensible

?I'Hg'
81bid.
S1b1d., May 14, 1824,
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motives., One, that Awmerica had conceded the right of search; and two,
the jealousy of the Southern members agsinst the British views concern~

ing Negro S8lavery. ''The Caucus and the Pregsidential Election alsc

furnished other, though unavowed, motives for oppcsition.”lo

On May 21, 1824 Adams received confirmation that electioneering
was an important factor in the fate of the comvention.

+ » o« Col. [}ohg] Taylor, who had told me that the opposition

to the Convention in the Senate, was entirely a Presidential
electioneering manoeuvre [sic|. Van Burem and |John| Holmes

of Maine its prime inatigators, and almost all its supporters
are dead set Crawford men. His colleague however, Governor
Barbour, he gaid had behavid with great magnanimity and honestly
supported the convention.!

By this time hope was held by officialdom in Washington for the
success of the Convention. At this point President Monroe decided to
send a specisl message to Congress urging acceptance on the part of the
Senate. After referring to the act of Congreas declaring the slave
trade piracy and the resolutions of the House of Representatives on the
subject, and calling attention to the strict provisions of the treaty
to prevent abuse of the right of search, Monroe based his appeal on the
broader grounds of protecting his foreign policy. He stated

Other consideratioms of high importance urge the adoption of

this convention. We have, at this moment, pending with Great
Britain, sundry other negotiatioms, intimately connected with
the welfare, and even the peace of our Union. In one of them,
nearly a third part of the territory of the State of Maine ig in
contestation. . . . and in the fifth, the whole system of South
Amer{ican concerns, connected with a general recognition of South

American Iindependence, may again, from hour to hour, become, as
it has already been, an object of concerted operations of the

10414., May 18, 1824.

Uyy14., May 21, 1824.
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highest interest to soth nations, and to the peace of the world.
It cannot he disguised, that the rejection of this convention
cannot feil to have a vervy injuriocus influence on the good under-
standing between the two governments on s&ll these points. That
it would place the Executive administration under ewbarassment,
and subject it, the Congress, and the nation, to the charge of
ingincerity . . . must be obvious. To invite all nations with the
statute of piracy in our hands, to adopt its principles as the law
of nations, and vet to deny to all the common right of search for
the pirate, whom it would be impossible to detect without enter~
ing and searching the vessel, would expose us, not simply, to the
charge of inconsistency.l2
Also on May 21, 1824 the Senste officially added the [ivst
amendment to the convention by & vote of 34 to 2. This amendment
stated that either party could renounce the convention giving six months
13
notice beforehand.
May 22, 1B24 determined the fate of the Convention. On that
day six votes were taken in the Senate before final amended approval
was given to the Convention., Fiyst of all, upon motion of Mr. Barbour
to accept the convention. an amendment to the motion was proposed by
Mr. Nathan Macon (N.C.) who ssked that consideration be postponed until
the following December. However, this motiom along with its amendment
was defeated. Next Mr. Josiah S, Johnston (La.) proposed that
American waters be excluded from the conceded right of search. The
Senate vote (23 to 20) on this motion struck the spprapriate words from
the Convention. Mr., Johnston then proposed that the waters of the West
Indies also be excluded from the sutual right of search. By vote of the

Senate (29 to 14) these words were left in the convention. Mr. Johastom

12ggg;g§l of the Executive Proceedings of the Senate of the United
States of America, 1789-1906. 36 vols. (New York, 1969) reprint, III,
380" 383 .

131p1d., 383.
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then proposed that the provisions of the treaty not extend to citizens
on board a vessel not of his own country as embodied in Article 2
along with the rest of the article be struck from the treaty. By a
Senate vote of 27 to 16 this provision remeined in the convention.
Another vote to exclude only the sbove portion of Article 2 rather than
the entire article was aelso defeated, Finally the comvention was ap-
proved, as amended, by a Senate vote of 29 to 13,14

344,

The Convention had finelly been spproved by the Senate “but

in such 5 mutilated form that both friends and opponents did not expect
sreat Britein to accept the remnants.”!® Senators who led the opposi~
tion to the treaty used as their main argument that the pretext of
searching for glaves was veally being used by England as a means to
impress seamen, This reason lacks substance since the treaty con-
tained adequate safeguards agsainst such actiong on the part of England
ae well as the fact that it was necessary to supplement the legsl pro-
hibition of the slave trade — a point more than adequately proved
prior to Senate action on the treaty and recognized by the House of
Representatives in its recommendation to the President that he enter
into some agreement with Buropean countries for the effective suppres-
sion of the slave trade. The House Resolutions had even recognized
that a limited and regulated right of search would be necessary to

achieve these ends. Nor would the fear of abolition be a real motive

for the opposition since only five of the thirteen senators who finally

41314, 385-386.

Ly, seull Holt, JIreaties Defeated by the Senate (Gloucester,
Mass., 1964), p. 45.
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voted against the treaty were from the Southern States.lm

John Quincy Adams belleved that the primarﬁ reasor: for the
Senate action regarding the Convention was political maneuvering. How-
ever, his view as seen through his diary is subject to the charge of
prejudice. Others involved im this action with less proijudice agreed
with him, however. Senstor Rufus King told him thsat it was clearly
diasclosed to everyone's observation that it was an electioneering
scheme against him. This statement was not just polite sympathy to-
wards Adams because exactly the same idea was expressed teo his gon and
a close friend, Senator Taylor also expressed this opinion'in stating
that Mr, Crawford had made it a bitter party matter, Senator Johnson
of Kentucky stated that the presidential election furnished the real
but unavowed reason for opposition to the Comvention. Mr. Mercer,
wember of the House of Representatives who had led opposition to the
convention there, stated in a letter to Stratford Canning that the real
motivation was connected with the presidential election. Even Hartin
Van Buren considered the opposition purely a party matter.17

In a dispatch to George Canning marked secret and confidential
British Chargé Addington expressed his opinion of the matter. His
opinion certainly could not be said to be influenced by political
motives. In this long digpatch he stated three measures which would

account for the Senate's actions. First was the disinclination to con-

cede the right of search; secondly, apprehension of ulterior motives

161014., p. 46.
17

Ibid.
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on the part of Great Britain; and thirdly and principly, Farty spicit,
In regard to the third point Addington added:

To this may be atrributed the whole opposition which has been
made to the measure, [Ee then explained the policital situa-

tion.

T%L arrival of the Convention had scarcely been announced
before the opponents of Mr., Adams began to sound the alarm op his
concession to Great Britain of the right of search, gnd this
point they are evidently resolved to make a lever for discredit-
ing him with the nation, and thereby crushing his hopes of attain-
ing the Presidential Chair. . . .

I have entered thus at length into explanations on this subject,
because I conceive it to be of the most serious importance to the
relations existing between Great Britain and the United States
that His Majesty's Ministers should be fully acquainted with the
real causes of the opposition made by a portion of this Govern-
ment to @ measure which originated in another branch of it . . .

The preceding hypothesis as to the real causes of the opposi-
tion to the Convention is not lightly entertainmed. It is founded
on constant communication with many of the best informed Gentle~
men in Congress as well as on personal observation.

I am assured that almost the whole opposition made to the
measuye in the Senate, is conducted by the adherents of the
Secretary of the greasury. Mr. Adams is also evidently under the
same tmpressian.l

In addition to this the thirteen votes against the treaty all
come from Crawford men, and the seven additionr’ votes whiclh helped
pass the crucial amendment were anti-Adams men even 1f not active Craw-
ford people. This was also used against Adams In the subsequent
campaign.19 Thus the motive for the passage of the treaty in its
amended form seeﬁs to have been largely the presidential campaign and
electioneering maneuvers rather than the real merits of the treaty it-

gelf.

185 4dington to Canning, Mey 21, 1824, Public Record Office,

Forelgn Office 5, vol. 185. Library of Congress Photostats as quoted
in Ibid., pp. 48-49.

191p14., p. 49.




The amended treaty was reiected by England, As England's
Foreign Secretary, Ceorge Canning, was to state when he declined the
Convention in its amended form, the excention of American waters im-
plied

the existence on one 8ide and not on the other of 3 just ground
either of suspicion of misconduct, or for apprehension of an
abuse of authority,

America's 2bility to adequately control the slave trade had
been questioned on several occasions both by the English and segments
of American society, American laws were adequate to the task, but
force must be given to a law in order to obtain the desired result.

The laws apainst piracy had better be repealed, or at least so
amended that some other punishment than that of death shall be
inlicted for the offence. Perez, lately convicted at New York,
has been pardoned by the president of the United States, and so,
turned loose to commit new offences. It will be recollected too,
that the first person found guilty under the act for preventing

the slave trade, was pardoned — how then can others be executed
with juatice?zl

By 1824 the Monroe Administration had made several sbout~faces
in its stand on the right of search, but had not conceded an inch om
the point of the courts set up to try those accused of participating in
the slave trade,

The Anglophobia of Adams and msny others in the United States
had stymied negotiations for several years. But the House Committee
recognized the distinction between the belligerent right of search and
the carefully regulated mutual right called for by the British in an

effort to stop the traffic in human lives. The British were motivated

ZOMr George Canning to Mr. Rush, August 27, 1824, Foreign Qffice,
American State Papers, V, 365.

Zlﬂileg’ Heekly Register, June 12, 1824.
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in part by humsnitarian reaszons while the United Stares souuiv the ssme
end for legal reasons. It is becasuse of this differing motivation that
the United States insisted far more upon legal checks to English power.

Only ten years earlier America had emerged frowm the Var of
1812 when her big [oe then recognized her 28 an equal hy gizning the
Sleve Trade Convention of 1824. English impresswment oi #uwerican ses-
men in that war was 2 slowly healiﬁg sore in relations between the tvo
countries., By this time President Monroe had voiced his {amous
"Doctrine” and Americe had snubbed her nose at the "big" powers of the
world,

Past experiences with His Majesty's might hoed made the Unired
States very aware that Americe's position was not extremely stromg but
then sgein this was the Era of Cood Feelings. 1In American relstioms
with Grest Britain this title surely f{its. This amended scceptsnce of
the slave trade agreewent was surely to strein relations. It was
America's proposal; England had acceded on three important points; Eng-
land had mobilized her Parlisment into declaring the slave trade piracy;
had ratified the Convention and rushed i{t, by specisl packet, to the
United States. There she held that ship for more thsn three weeks
waiting for an American angwer,

Domeatic politics ruined the Convention. The still sensitive
igssue of the right of search was the ostensible reason for our rejection.
It was a rejection for in fact this waes what the Senate's actions
amounted to, Yes, the United States approved it but then added amend-
ments that the British surely would not accept.

Political bicrkerings and the opposition of William H. Crawford

and his followers, in an effort to discredit John Quincy Adams,
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discredited themselves and strained réiations with Great Britsin,

Once news reached London that the Senate had approved¥the Slave
Trade Convention with reservations which England could not bring herssif
to admit, the talk began again In zn effort to conclude gome agreement.
In 2n informal discussion with Richard Rush, Mr. George Camning gave
the impression that Great Britsin would be willing to interpret the
word 'America’’ in such a way as to restrict operations to the coast of
the southern portion of North America as proximate to the British West
Indies and to exclude the coast of the middle and northern stetes. Rush
immediately rejected this view as being objectionable from every point
of view.zz‘ |

Addington informed Adams in November that Great Britain was will-
ing to accede to all of the Americen smendments to the Convention except
“"the erasure of the word 'America,' to the first article. . . .“23 To
exclude this word from the Conventlon would, in the opinion of the
British goverument, destroy the equality which was the main principle
upon which the treaty was drewn up and signed by both parties,.

However, Mr., Adams informed Addington that the President felt
that in view of the Senate's actions the best results would be achieved
if the whole subject were taken under advisement by Congress. In view

of this fact Adams could not give an immediate reply to the British as

to what the United States was going to do teo bring an agreement between

22push to Adams, August 30, 1824, London as quoted in Niles'
Weekly Reglster, December 18, 1824.

23Addington to Adams, Washington, 6th November, 1824 as quoted in
Ibid.
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between the two countries to Fruitiom.?”

Throughout the vest of 1824 and the beginning of 1825 Addington
continued to wait for en amswer frow the American government., TFinzlly
on Merch 2, 1825, shortly before /idams left the office of Secretary of
State to assume the Presidency, Addington szaln approeched Adams on the
question of the Slsve Trade Copvention. Apparently he never received
an answer from Adams on this point. Addington would have to wait until
the new Secretary of State, Henry Clay, took office to f{ind out what
the new administration was going te do with this probleu,

Henry Clay entered the office of Secretary of State with no
particular love for ¥ngland. It was a time when relations were begin-
ning to be strained. Because of his irmediate past experience &3 Jlpeaxer
of the House, Henry Clay had perhaps a greater understanding of popular
opinion in the slave holding regions of the United States than his pre-
decessor.

Henry Clay had been a2 "war hewk' in favor of war with England
in 1812 and, like Adams, had dealt directly with them on many of the
questions which had plagued the Convention when he served as ome of the
negotiators at Ghent in 1814. Becanse of his differences with Adams
at Ghent and their differing political views in the subsequent ten years,
they became strange bedfellows in dealing with England. Neither had
much love for America's ''mother country’ but differed widely on the
reasons for their Anglophobia. Henry Clay had also played a major role

in the Migsouri Compromise of 1820 and was well sware of the growing

24Adam3 to Addington, Weshington, 4th December, 1824 as quoted
in Ibid.
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division in the country over the question of Negro s!avery.23
Clay geve s finsl rejection te the cooperative measuves with
thege words:
I am instructed by the President [éohn Quincy Adamﬁj to accompany
these frenk and frierndly explanations by the expregsion of his
sincere regret that, from the views which are entertained by the
Senate of the United States, it would seem to be unnecessary and
inexpedient any longer to continue the negotiations respecting
the sleave convention, with any hope that it gan be wade to
sssume a form satiafactory to both parties.z
Addington, however, refused to close the door on the question.
He continued to take every means at his disposal to effect the end of
this traffic in human flesh which had been the purpose of the Convan-
tion.27
At the commencement of the first session of Comgress In 1375
John Quinecy Adams laid all of the correspondence regarding the slave
trade before Congress. The object of submitting it to the legislature
was to give its members an opportunity to express their opinion on the
matter. Congress did not. In view of the fact that Congress took no
action regarding the question of the slave trade Adams came to the
conclusion that no concerted action could be taken in this regard.
Therefore he instructed his Secretary of State of close negotiations

with Great Britain on this point.28

25E. Merton Coulter, ''Clay, Henry,” in Dictionary of American
Biography, ed. Dumas Malone (New York, 1935), IV, 173-179.

26C13y to Addington, Dept. of State, April 6, 1825, American
State Papers, V, 783.

27Add1ngton to Clay, Washington, 9th April, 1825. Britigh State
Papers, XII, 857.

zsclay to Rufus King, Dept. of State, 10 May, 1825. (Diplomstic
Instructionsg, 10:315) microfilm.



Given the circumstances of cowmenicaltion of infommatior in 1824
most of the news roceived by the people of Louisiana on the subject of
the Slave Trade Conventlon was sporadic and second hLand. The iirs:
instance of information arrvived after che Senate aciion on the subject,
and was 2 notice that I%, Camning was about to introduze into Parlisrent
a bill to declare the slave trade piracy.zg Corment in IThe Courlex on
the 28th of Mzy led the citizens to wonder why England was in such n.
rush to declare the trade piracy since they read

that the only chance of the weasure being cerried intc bemeficial
operation in the present year, was the act reaching Americs be-
fore the cloge of the session of Congress.

Editorial comment on the merits of the Convention or any pert
of it are_largely lacking in the New Orleans' papers. Yet, despite the
lack of such comment, one may infer the feelings of the editor from what
he chose to copy from his sources of information without commenting omn
thenm.

In June of 1824 the editor of The Courier did state that no
comment had been made on the merits of the Convention because the pro-
visions of the treaty were not known to him at that time. Yet be goes
on to state that "We have no apprehensionr, that any rights or interests
of fair trade, or free navigation, have been compromitted (Eiéi by
it."31 His main concern in this statement is with trade and nevigation

rather than any mention of a possible attack on the institution of

slavery, even indirect, which many people in Washington ascribed as the

290pe Coyrier (New Orleans). May 25, 1824.
301p1g., May 28, 1824.

311p4d., June 5, 1824.



reason for opposition on the part of Southern Senators to the Slave
Trade Convention.
Several days later the same editor included in his paper an

article from the National Intelligencer of Washington praising the Con-

vention., Here he stated that the obiect of the Convention was not the
concession of a right of search but the suppression of piracy committed
by the African slave traders. He went on to state that the right of
search for pirates was given by the nature of the crime of piracy and
that ‘'the object of the convention is rather to restrict and regulate
the right of search, 2lready given by the character of the crime, than
to concede 1t."32
The editor of the Louisisna Gazette of New Orleans tooik a dif-
ferent view of the Convention. However, like the editor of The Courier,
he made no mention of the Convention being an {ndirect attack on the
institution of slavery in the Southern states. His main objection was
thet the United States had conceded the right of search., He stated.
Have we not in psrt yielded a qualified right of search in
time of peace too — take whatever new ground of justification
you please -~ call it piracy, if you will? - might not some
liberal allowance be made for those who had opposed any
qualified right of search? Will even this qualification be
found ultimately to comport with the sound intggests and jealous
feelings of the citizens of the United States?
Thus there was divided opinion in New Orleans over the right of
search question as embodied in the Slave Trade Convention of 1824, Yet

the division was over the merits of the conceded limited right of search

and not over any feeling in regard to the slave trade. HNow does it

321p19., June 9, 1824.

33Q9uisigg§.ggzette (New Orlesms). July 10, 1824,
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seexm that the convention was interpreted by the newspapers of Louisiana

a8 even an indirect atrzack on the institution of saslavenry}“"é

348ince the amendment which ultimately caused the 'defeat™ of
the convention was introduced by Semator Josiah S. Johnston of Louisi-
ana, his papers were also searched for evidence a8 to his motivations
for the amendment and the general feeling of Louigiana on the entire
question. Unfortunately none of his correspondences mentioned his
actions on the Slgve Trade Convention. The originals of his papers are
in the possession of the Pennsylvania Historical Soclety but microfilm
copies were available to the writer from the Howard-Tilden Memorial
Library of Tulane University.



CHAPTIER V
THE STATUS OF THE ANTI-SLAVE TRADE MOVEMENT: 1824-1834

After seven vears of negotiations between the United States and
dreat Britain no plan for joint action for the guppregsion of the inter-
national slave trade had been reached. Although America had declined
to join England in a crusade to halt the slave trade, she continued to
grapple with the problem of the black man, free and slave, in her own
society., At a time when the cotton gin had brought about a new demand
for slaves, America abolished the international slave trade. HNothing,
however, was done by the Federal government to stop the domestic slave
trade or to curtail or stop the institution of slavery itself.

One of the domestic problems of the time was the free blacks
whom white America would not gssimilate into its society. Most members
of this group were looked upon as the lowest in society. They were
uneducated and fit only for menisl tasks in the view of many early
nineteenth century white Americans., Fear of the free blacks as a threat
to the white laboring class led to an increased interest in the removal
of this element from American society.

Opposition to the institution of slavery grew rapidly in the
ecarly nineteenth century. As opposition to slavery grew in America and
as the value of the slave as property decreased, larger and larger
numbers of free blacks made their way into the "free states' of the

North., As the numbers of free blacks increased in these northern states,
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more and wore people there became interested in 2 colonization proiect.
The free Negro could not be introduced into the common stock of tie
population and thus could not partzke in the common purposes of these
states. Many people had immigrated to the free states to pet away row
the ‘evils attendant upon & hlack population” but were followed there
by the free blacks.! One of the states which had a particularly high
population of free blacks was Ohio vhere there was even talk of having
the stste exclude free blacks from its territory.z But such a move
would be no more comstitutionsl than for the southern slavery states to
exclude the free Negro fyrom rheir midst. Such sgituations led to a
sreater interest in the ides of colonizing free blacks on the Africsn
¢ ntinent.

One group sought by every means possible to rid Amevica of this
element of {ts society. This was the American Colonization Society
founded in December of 1816 by such people as "Henry Clay, Bushrod
Yagshington (Nephew of George Washington), John Randolph of Reanoke,
smd Francis Scott Key.” Their purpose was to supply transportation for
free Negroes to the coast of Africe where a colony known as Libexria had
been establighed for them and to help them become independent citizens
of that state. The colony was largely supported, at least initially,

by the Colonization Society.3

1Niles' Weekly Regigter, February 2, 1828. See slso Ibid.,
January 12, 1828,

2

ibid.

peter Duignan, The United States and the African Slave Trade,
1619-1862 (Stanford, 1963), p. 20.




In an effort tec sppeal to as many sesments of the country ss
posaible, the Society was careful to explain that the purpose of ine
zroup was the colonizatjion of free Negroes and not sleves. Frow sbout
1325 on one of the stronpest supporters of govermment aid to the
society was Henry Tlay;. Disputes exist zs to the motives for Clev's
sctivities in the socletv. However, whether he worked for the soclety
from sny benevolent feelings for the free Negroes, from 2 desire to
see fmerican society rid of this element, or whether he used the
Society to make himself popular in the North as part of his political
ambition, is beside the point, He was an active member who coatributed
to the society, sought aid for it from numerous private sources, as well
28 direct government aid.

Henry Clay held 2 number of executive positions in the Coloni-
zation Society and was President from 1836 to 1849.

On June 20, 1832, Clay delivered a long speeéch defending coloni-
zation a8 a nationsl benefit., The brimming galleries and lobbies
heard him sssert that "The evil of 3 free black populstion is not
restricted to particular states, but extends to, and is felt hy,
211,"” He agreed with southern politicians that the ''General
Government hes no constitutionzl power . . . in rzgard to African
slavery," but colonization was a separate matter,

During this period antislsvery and antislsve trade groups
sprang up in the northern states in America as well as in Great Britain,
These groups were responsible in large part for a growing public

opinion 1in both countries against these institutions. The editor of

the Niles' Weekly Register, Ezechial Niles, constantly publicized the

efforts of the American Colonization Socliety end the success, limited

4P. J. Staudenreus, The African Colonization Movement 1816-1865
(New York, 1961), p. 186,
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thouglh it may be, of the Liberian colony for free American vlacks. Each

-

time a8 boat load of setzlers reached Liberia safely glowling reports
were printed in his paper. With each new success the posgible henefits
of the colony to America were placed before his readers.

In 1825 e stated that rich staple crops of coffee, cotton and
rice were being produced in Liberia. He also hoped that e success of
the venture would command the respect of adjacent tribes on the African
coast, "forbid the slave trade and [?hat the colony woulg] sntey into
treaties with the European and American nations.”s

Prominent figures in the Colonization Society were glso ap-
proached by abolitionist groupe to give their support to emancipstion.
One such group approached Henry Clay in 1825. At that time b2 was
asited for his support of a plan for the gradual sbolitiom of zlavers in
the United States. 1In a pamphler which accowpanied this requesh tow
plan for gradual abolition was laid out.

One of the basic points of this anti-slavery movement was that
the freedom of the slaves must be connected with colonization, thus the
appeal to Hemry Clay. To protect the movement from violent resctions
from the slave holders it was also advocated that the present slave
holders were to suffer no loss of money or property in the process.

To accomplish these aims 1t was proposed that the initial con-
tributions from interested parties be used to purchase two sections of
congressional lands preferably along the southern Tennessee border in

2labama or Mississippi and that fifty to one hundred slaves be placed

there in a system of united labor. A school of industry was to

Sﬂilgg' Weekly Register, July 2, 1825,
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zccompany the agrioultural output of the “community.” The slave was

to work this lapd fﬁr 5 pericd of five years during which time the pro-
fits would be used to purchase his freedom from his former owner, to
establish himself us s free person in society, and to &id in the estab-
lishwent of other such “communities" in other psrts of the country.

By establishing such 2 system the slave holder would not lese the pur-
chase value of his slaves and the freed black people would aot bte
thrown unprepared Into z free society, The project failed in its major
plans. However, Henxy Clay did actively seek government aid for the
colonization of free blacks in Africa. A plen which alsc failed.”

By 1826 it bhad become evident that the colonization venture
would not be successful in removing the f{ree black population Ifrou
American soil. However, a secondary aim was adopted - to chec: the
srowth of this population. It was also stated that this movemeant would
provide a means whereby those who came to oppose slavery could rid
themselves of their slaves without throwing them unprepared into the
free world of American society. Thus the Society broadened its sims
from merely a means of "exporting'' free blacks to Africa and moved into
the area of a voluntary emancipation group. The editor of the Hiles'
Jeekly Register, as spokesmsn for the group, admitted that the ignorence
of the freed slaves and their lack of hope in rising in the public
¢stimation led them to their extremely low status In American society.
He openly advocated the emigration of young girls as a means of limit-

ing the growth of free blacks in this country. He estimated that sn

6Frances Wright to H. Clay, Baltimore, July 28, 1825 (Henry
Clay Papers, V., 801-806) microfilm.



coresl emigrstlon of 15,000 of them would accomplish this aim. By this
means he hoped to checs snd ultimately exterminate this element of
nortihern goclety in the matter of s few generations. Ty doing this %e
would thus “make rouom for a2 free white laboring population, able and
willing to defend the soil that they cultivate.'’

Glowing reports from the Liberian coleny and an active imsgina-
tion led him to foresee the colony of free blaéks spregding into the
interior of the aAfvlcan continent and establishing & powerful astion
there much as the European settlers had done in North Americs in the
cormation of the United 3States., He also hoped that this would gt least
irelp to break up the external slave trade on the Africen coast. He did
understand that despite the posgsible good effects of the colony, the

zim of the Colonization Soclety — to decrease the population of frs

[44]

tlacks in North America -- would not be accomplished through the
Liberian colony.8
The sgeeiking of zovermment aild for the colenizetion vwvauent was
sot unopposed in America. Mapy found constitutionel grounds (o oppose
such sovernmental expenditures. The grounds for such moves were that
the central govermsent could no wore support any such move than it couid
a2bolish the institutlon of slavery. Thisg right was reserved to the
states end so the federal government could not support any colonization
rove. Apain there weve segments of America vho would gee such a move
as only an indirect attack on the sacred institution of slavery which

, 9
they vere bound to protect at all costs,

"S1les' Weekly Repister, March 11, 1826.

81bid., June 17, 1826. 91pid.
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One of the groups most active in the promotion of the coloniza-

tion movement was the Society of Priends (Quakers). They often gave
liberal contributions to the cause snd outfitted 2 number of vessels for
the purpose of transporting blacks to Africa. Numerous slave holders
offered to free their servants if the Soclety would provide passage for
them to Africa, and numerous appeals were made for financial aid in the
enterprise. The colonial agent in Liberia in 1827 reported the pros-
perity of the colony end spoke of the friendly relations growing be-
tween the members of the free colony snd the neighboring tribes. Com-
mercial relations had been established between the two groups, and he
spoke in glowing terms of the effects that civilization was bhaving on
these native tribes —— “an influence which is, with God's blessing, to
ameliorize and exslt their own condition, and to lead on to the estsh-
lishment of a civilized populstion in that quarter, at no great distance
of time.”lo

By 1828 the colony of Liberia had progressed commercially to

the point where it could almost support itself and was on the verge of
exporting some of its produce such as sugar, cotton, coffee, rice and
various dyves. The organizers and promoters of the colony were well
pleased. In addition to the commercial success of the enterprise some
promoters noted developments which they prized even more:

They [the colomists| already begin to perceive that it is
civilization and the blessings of religion, which gives superior-
ity to man over his fellow man. They had supposed it was the
white skin; but now they see, in their neighborhood, men of their

own color, enjoying all of those advantages hitherto deemed
peculisr to the former. This has elicited & spirit of inquiry,

101p4d., September 15, 1827.



which muset tend to their benefit.'!
However, such seubiments towerd the Negro were regerved fov

Lo

those who had availed themselves of the opportunity of lmmigvesing
the African colony. The free bhlacks in the United Ststes remsined i
the lowest ranks of society =- & glorified servitude at best., 2
American public opinion on the motter of colonizevion snd che
slave trade built up slouly. At first the outeries against the trade
were as one crying in the wilderness. As time went on, more and novre
international events took place which precipitated a harder line on the
part of American statesmen against eny joint actlon with a Europesn
power, particularly Great Britain.
English newspapers and other modes of popularization of the
British antislavery groups constantly publicized slave captures off
the African coast.
The last number of the Edinburg Review [ gic] accuses the
French government of still conniving at theé equipment and escape
of French slave vessels. It calculates that 'aboui 40,000
wretched Africans were carried away in a short period by the
connivance of the most Christian king's govermment, notwitstand-
ing [_s;- c‘] his laws and treaties.’ and supposes that of these
forty thousand, about 9,000 must have perished miserably on the
voyage.l
Throughout this entire period the slave trode continued at a

brisk pace. A very conservative estimate would place the annual values

of the traffic in excess of $120 million. Although most slave ships

113no. B, Nicholson to Henry Clay, quoted in ibid., April 3,
1823.

2por typical statements of the whites' attitude toward the free
blacks see ibid. for the following dates: May 10, 1828; January 17 and
February 7, 1829; and Decerter 10, 1831,

Bypid., Mareh 5, 1825.
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carried only a few hundred slaves others used every available inch of
the ships to 'pack’ their cargoes. In 1826 the French captured a
slaver off the african coast 'with from 700 to 1,000 on board — stowed
like herrings in a barrel. 14

Members of the Colonization Society and people friendly to its
activities were constantly publicizing the captures of slave ships and
the atrocities associated with the trade. During the period 1824-1834
the flags of France and Spain were used most often by the slavers as
offering them the greatest protection. However, with the withdrawal of
the American naval squadron from the West African coast in 1824, that
flag began to be used more and more frequently as time went on.

It was often very difficult to determinea the true nationality
of many of these ships since the captains seldom carried only one
country's flag and registration pepers. Very often in the process of
the chase of a suspected slaver the captain would run up several flags
until it found one that would cause the captailn of the warship to give
up the chase ~~ which would be determined by the laws and treatlies in
force at the time and location of the chase.l®

Even when such tactics failed to prevent the ship from being
stopped, the captain would often sell the ghip to an American sailor
for one dollar snd thus svoid being condemned by a foreign vessel because
the United States had no Iinternationsal agreements to suppress the trade.

Even if taken into court in such a situation, the legal complications

1%1p1d., May 13, 1826.

ISDaniel Pratt Maonix, Black Cargoes: A History of the Atlantic

Slave Trade, 1518-1865 (New York, 1962), p. 201. -




involved often led to the case being dropped.l6
Once it became known that the American flap offered aslwmost fool-
proof protection Tor the slaver many of them began carrying & single
American passenger ‘'whose only function was taking command of the vessel
it it were boasrded by an English cruiser. This msn was called the
capitano de bandiero, or captain of the flag.”17
A1l of the ships used in the slave trade during this perlod were
not foreign ships merely using the American flag, however. A number
of them were American vessels. These American ships used either their
Arerican flag or the flég of sz foreizgn country, usually that of Spain,
to carry on the trade. England was frequently getting notices from her
zolony of Sierra Leone on the African coast of slave ship activities,
2 numnber of which mentioned American vessels. 1In April of 1825 British
commissioners in Sierrs Leonme by the names of D. M. Hamilton and J.
Reffell wrote to Camning that
. » o« three Vessels for Slaves, presumptively Americans, were
then on the coast,, . . one of these, a2 Baltimore built Schooner,
called the General Winder, Hill, Msster, laat from St. Thowmas,
carried 10 guns and a numerous Crew; - Hill and most of his
Crevw being Americane. These three Vessels, it is known, have
their outward bound Cargoes on shore, 1
Slave cargcoes were usually left on ghore until shortly before
departure and then quickly loaded. This procedure was foliowed to avoid

being taken by shipa~of-war on pstrol off the African coast. The

Masters of the slgve ships would ususlly wait for favorable winds and

161p44,
171pia., p. 202.

18p4q Majesty's Commrs. to Mr. Secy. Canning, Sierra Leone, April
10, 1825, British State Papers, XIII, 38.
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an open coast, then quickly load their cargo and take off with a good
wind. The only proof that could be used to condemn an American imvolved
in the slave trade was the actual presence of slaves on board the
vessel — hence, the precaution.

When news of American slavers reached newspapérs in the United
States, as it frequently did, there was an outcry against this desecra-
tion of the American flag, particularly in those papers assoc;ated with
an antiglave tréde editor, or the abolitionist press., One of the most
frequent complaints that these editors used was the fact that even
though the United States had condemned the trade it did not adequately
enforce its laws,

Whenever slavers were captured by American naval vessels, they
generally did not receive the full penalty for piracy which had been
attached to the trade by the Slave Trade Act of 1820,

This trade is pirascv and punishable with dgath, by the laws of
the United States. The pardoning power has been abused in respect
to it, PFor every good reason, it ought to be understood that
certain death will follow tbg cofgiction of an American citizen
in one of our courts of justice,.

Even though Great Britain continued to partrol the coast of

Africa for violators of the slave trade, the traffic in human lives con-
timied at a brisk pace particularly under the French, Spanish, snd Dutch
flagzs even though it was fairly certain that not all of these vessels
belonged to these three countries. Entering the trade in ever Increas-
ing nunbers were the vessels of Brazil. Most of the slaves were

destined for plantations in Brazil and the West Indies.

Foreign nations from time to time did station vessels off the

19Niles' Weekly Register, October 1, 1825,
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sreat difficulties atteuded the execution of these 1aws.3i

In 1828 it was nowed that the day was not Loo :istant woen alave
traaing would be comsidered pivacy by all civilized natioms. «'th
srospect in view it would seem tnat Adams’ vision of the urace Lolng
congidered pirecy in international law would soon ce a reality. But
thig view was not to pvwove eifective in bringing about wne joint actiou

oi the United States with foreign powers for the suppression of tue

slave trade. The time for such ideas snd wmotivations for American

2OIbid., October 14, 1826, Atrocity stories were comaon in the
carly nineteenth century much as they are today. For accounts of sowme
of the atrocities associated with the siave crade, see tne Niles’ woeinly
Register for the following dates: May 13, July 1, and December 5, of
1826; March 20, 18303; August 25, 1832; May 7, July 2, and Mexch >, oY
1825,

21For a fuller treatment of the effects of public opinfon on the
slave trade issue, see Jerome Reich, 'The Slave Trade at tte Coneress
of Vienns — a Study in English Public Opinien,' in Journel of Reyro

disgory, LILI (April, 1368), 129~143. For an account of the difficul-
ties [n executing these lsws, see Walter Rodney, West A‘rica and the
Atlsntic 3lave Trade (Nairobi, 1967), pp. 23-24.
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actions in this regsrd was gone even if moany Americans still looked for-
ward to complete suppression of the trade.

On a2 number of occcasions resolutions were introduced imto the
House of Representatives seeking to have the President renew efforts
to obtain joint action with the English, These actions, hovever, were
not very likely to succeed because of events which occurred in inter-
national affairs., England herself was the cause of much of sAmerica's
reluctance to join. On a number of occaslons the British deliberately
searched American ships even though the United States had never conceded
this right to hexr naval forces. It was common knowledge that a large
number of Americen ships were involved in the trade, and that America
was taking few measures to enforce its own laws in this vegard. Never-
theless, America took offence at each act of gearch carried outrt by Great
Britain. The United States was loath to have her ipability or unwill-
ingness to enforce her‘own laws exposed by foreigners.zz

As popular opinlon in England increased against slavery, com-
ments began to appear condemming the United States for 1its poor enforce-
ment of laws on the slave trade and its continued countenance of slavery
within its borders. Strangely enough this brought about outcries by
the editor of the Niles' Weekly Register who himself was so antislavery
in his views. He stated:

And vet, Englighmen, who forced their infernal traffic on their

American coloniesg, now the United States, agsinst the entreaties

and remonstrances of the people, have the scoundrelism to jeer us
because we hold slaves. Such are the ethicks [}ic of a highway-

man, when he knocks a man down and bids him to st#ad.: The curse

22Du30is, Suppression of the Slave Trade, p. 141.
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o slavery ivr the United States lies st "Father Bull's” own door. A

But no matter where the blame for the imstitution of slavery
lav in the 1830's, whether it was England's fault for beginning the
institution or whether it was the United States' fault for the continua-
tion of the practice, the fact remained that the institution was pres-
ent gnd that the United States had not entered any substantial inter-
‘nationsl agreements for the suppression of the trade.

By 1833 the British antislavery movement was gaining ground in
Parliament which was being flooded with petitions for the abolition of
slavery in the Yest Indies. America's representative in London at that
time reported that

Although it cannot be denied that this consummation has been looked
to with intense solicitude by a large portion of the community, it
is not less evident that much pains [ gic| have been taken to im-
part to the public sentiment on this toplc a degree of intensity
amounting almost to morbidness; first, by misrepresenting the real
state of things, and then by an asppeal to the passions and to mis~
understood principles of philanthropy.

Many of the petitions which made thelr way to Parligument were
from petitions prepared in London by zealots for the cause and sent to
a1l parts of England for signatures., The total effect of this mobiliza-
tion of public opinion and the success of the large number of petitions
presented to Parlisment was such that "the only questions left for dis-
n25

cussion or doubt zre those of mode and time,

Naturally the plan for emancipation was opposed by the Vest

23N11es' Weekly Register, September 29, 1832.

24V3i1 to Livingston, London, 29th May, 1833 (Diplomatic Dis-
pstches, RG 59, v. 40) microfilm.
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Indies planters, the merchants engsped in the colomial trade, snd the
sgents of the colonies. It was belleoved that emancipation would
seriously harm tvede between England and the West Indies, and since
these islands supplied about one-half of the sugar consumed in Burope
this was a serious consideration.

The Bill for the Abolition of Slavery in the British West Indies
remainded before the House of Commons for several months and wos widelw
debared in that bhody. However, on the seventh of August, 1833 the Hill
vags read for the third time and passed. It was then sent to the Mouse
of Lords for deliberation by that body.26 After deliberstion by the
House of Lords "On August 29, {183&} the Abolition of Slavery Bill bhe-
come law."27 However, sbolition in the Britigh Empire was not to hc =n
immediate process but a gradual one,

It was proposed that the legal status of Slavery should cease
within a year; but that, to ease the shock to their owners, all
existing slaves over six years old should continue to serve as
unpaid "apprentices’ for three-quarters of the working dav for
twelve years, while the planters would be compensated for the
loss of a quarter of their unpaid %gbour by & loan of £15
1willion from the British Treasury.

Degpite the reluctance of the United States' government to enter

into effective international agreements for the suppression of the glave
trade, public opinion in this country as well as in England led to a

renewal of diplomatic negotiations between the two countries on this

subject in 1827, 1In the spring of that year Viscount Dudley replaced

26niles’ eekly Register, September 21, 1833.

27Regina1d Coupland, The British Anti-Slgvery Movement (London,
1933), p. 142.

281p1d., pp. 140-141,



{eorpe Canning s Porelgrn Secretary for Oreat Briatin., The Awmerican
representative at the Ceourr of 8t. Jomes at that tilne was Alher:s
Callatin, a wnarive of Jwitzerland and former member of the lHouse oF Rep~
vegentatives frow 1796-1201,

Having successfuliy aided in the election vf Thomss Jeilerson
in 1801, Géllatin was cppointed Secretary of the Treasurv in that ear
and served in that capscity uﬁtil 1814,

siter ten years of Gallatin's administratior the debi bhad been
reduced to $45,000,000 [from $80,000,000|, in spite of the Barbary
wars, the purchase of Loulsiana, and the cormercial losses Frow
embargoes and non-intercourse,29

In 1814 he became a member of the negotiating tean at Ghent and in
1815 lizbored with Adams and Clay for a favorable commercial treaty with
England, In 1816 he was appointed Minister to Paris where he served
until 1823, His next public office was thaet of Minister to Great Britain
in 1826 where he again worked for s favorable commercisl treaty with
that country until November of 1827,

In regard to the new English government of 1827, Gallatin was
apprehensive of the stand that that government would take toward the
United States., Like two of his predecessors, Adams and Rush, he recog-
nized that the government of Lord Castlereagh was more friendly toward
the United States than any had been before or sfter him.

Gallstin had little direct dealings with the English government
on the questions of slavery or the slave trade. However, during his

tenure in london, American ships had captured & number of ships partici-

pating In the slave trade. A number of the glaves iunvolved in these

29pavid s. Muzzey, “Gallatin, Abraham Alfonse Albert,” in Diction-
ary of Americen Biography, ed. Dumas Malone (New York, 1935), VII, 1C7.
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captures were fron corriteries in rhe irrerior of #frics ared the irevicen
coverpment was derivous of veturnine tlesze people to their nanive vwile
leoes and requested thet Enpland scsure sefe passage for ther throuch

her constel possessions to their homes in the interior of Africs,

Fuolish officials, however, were not overly enthusizetic sbour the pyo-
jert and requested that they be »llovwed to study the profect before
sgsering passere. They later expressed doubkts zbout the project and

felt it to be Lmpracticel o bepic with, 3"

In problems dealing indirectly with the slave trede Gallstin
deplt more fully with che English., In June of 1827 Gallatin complaine”
t¢ Penrw Clay of the arbitrary menner in which England applied her. own
laws t¢ vessels on the high sezs., Since she did this as if ter lewe
were international lsw, Gallaotin complained of her meritime pretensions
which were disavowed by the rest of the civilized world -~ particulsarly
of her pretended richt to impress "her subjects” into English naval
service from eboard foreign vessels orn the high geas. The srmolderins
rontention of the English svowed right of impressment, unsettled gipce
rhe Ter of 1812, emblazened again.

In numerocus conferences, both official and unofficlisl, resarding
the Cormnercial Treaty which was Gallatin's primary concern there, the
auegtion of impressment was brought up by Gallatin, He saw a slim
chance for en azreement on that issue with the new British Government.
In the fall of 1827 Gallatin approached Mr. W. Huskisson of the House

of Comaons on the question of impressment but was put off on the grounds

JOGallatin to Viscount Dudley, June 1, 1827 and Dudley to Gsllatin,
July 7, 1827, Parlismentary Papers: Slave Trade (92 vols. Shannon, Ire-
land, 1969 reprint), XI, 289. Hereafter cited as Parliamentary Papers.
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that the present government was too wesk to fight the power of the nevy
and the Tories on this point.sz

After Gallatin's departure . B. Lawrence, who was Chargé
d'Affaires for the legation, had more luck with the impressment issue
and in April of 1828 he was able to inform Clay that Viscount Dudley
had promised to brimg that issue to the attention of the Tuke of Welling-
ton, then in charge of the English government.

It was reported in 1832 that Mertin Van Buvren, actinz minister

to Great Briatin,32 had been commissioned to negotiate with Great Brig~

ain on the question of impressment and the editor of the Nileg' Weekly

Repister spoke out vehemently. He considered impressment a dead letter
at the time and concluded thsat "the proposition to negotiste about
impressment would seem partially to admit the '"right" as cleimed by the
British - which we regard as sltogether inadmlssable, and will net
agree to consider.”33

While diplomatic talks in England centered on commercial sgree-
ments and the impressment issue, events in Washington still reflected
the interest of the United States aﬁd Great Britain in en agreement to
effectually suppress the slave trade,

In 1831 shortiy before the adjournment of Congress a resolution

was passed in the House of Representatives by & majority of 118 to 32

31Gallatin to Clay, May 4, June 5, July 28, and September 28, of

1827, London {Diplomatic Dispatches, RGC 59, v. 34) microfilm.

anartin Van Buren took up regidence in London before his official
confirmation by the Senate, This confirmation was never given by the
Senate of the United States.

33§ileg' Weekly Register, February 11, 1832,
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requesting that the President renevw such negotiations with the several
maritime powers of Europe and America as may ultimately lead to the
effectual abolition of the African slave trade., They also called upon
the President to do his utwmost to have the trade declared piracy under
the lew of nations by consent of the civilized world.3% This informa-
tion was accordingly passed on by Sir Charles Richard Vaughan, envoy-
extraordinary and minister-plenipotentiary to the United States, to Lord
Palmerston, the English Foreign Secretary at the time.3>

Vaughan continued by stating that it was his opinion that Adams
was ""'by no means friendly to the conclusion"” of the Convention of 1824
for the suppression'of the slave trade. As a result of the resolution
by the House of Representatives he expected the United States to make
some overture on the question of the slave trade. He, therefore, out-
lined a2ll that had passed on that question between the two countries
for Lord Palmerston, and assured him that he had watched for any oppor-

tunity since his appointment to Washington in 1825 to act on the full

34C. R. Vaughan, Esq. to Viscount Palmergton, Washington, March

28, 1831, Parlismentary Papers, XIII, 192,

351n 1831 the English minister to the United States was Sir Charles
Vaughan who had been educated at Rugby and Merton College Oxford and had
been eppointed private secretary to Henry Bathurst, third Earl of Bat~
hurst, secretary of foreign affairs, and began his public career in the
diplomatic service of Great Britain. On January 5, 1810 he became
secretary of legation in Spain aend on April 5, 1820 was appointed secre-
tary at the English embassy in Paris. From that post he became minister-
plenipotentiary to the confederated states of Switzerland on February
8, 1823, 1In 1825 he was appointed envoy-extraordinary and minister-
plenipotentiary to the United States and on March 23 of the same year
was made privy councillor. For more information on Vaughan see:
Charles Alexsnder Harris, "Vaughan, Sir Charles Richard," in Dictionary
of National Biography, eds. Sir Leslie Stephens and Sir Sidney Lee
(London, 1917), XX, 161.

Vaughen's superior in London was Henry John Temple, third Vig-

count Palmerston who was educated at Edinburgh and Cambridge (5t. John's
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povers given him in this regard. FHowever, he had "not perceived the
slightest imclination, in two successive administrations, to renew the
negotiations.”36

A few months later the acting American minister in London, Martin
Van Buren, had a conversation with Lord Palmerston on the question of
the slave trade and found Palmerston well disposed to promote the nego-
tiaztions for the suppression of the slave trade. Palmerston then in-
quired if the United States might be persuaded tc¢ goncede the right of
gearch in a qualified form and limited to particular stations. Van Buren
ansvered that the thought not. The right of gearch was still so repug-
nant to the American people that he thought nothing could induce the
President to gramt this right. Both agreed to give more thought to the

subject in an effort to come to some common agreement which would lesd

to the cessation of the slave trade.37

The gubject was then dropped in subsequent talks between Ven
Buren and Palmerston never to be discussed again during the period when

Van Buren was in London. The English, however, had not forgotten the

College) and who had served as Secretary of War in 1809. He was a bit
of a dandy and had served as a part of Camning's adminfstration. This
service in the administration of George Canning had mol 24 the politicsal
opinions of Palmerston particularly in foreign affairs, He never be-
longed strictly to any party. When Lord Gray formed his administration
in 1830, Lord Palmerston became the Secretary of State for Foreign
Affairs and held that office almost continuously for eleven years. For
more information on Lord Palmerston see: Stanley Lane-Poole, '"Temple,
Henry John, third Viscount Palmerston,” in Dictionary of Mational Biog-
raphy, eds. Sir Leslie Stephen and Sir Sidney Lee (London, 1917), XIX
496-513.

36Vaughan to Palmerston, Washington, March 28, 1831, Parliamentary
Papers, XIII, 193.

374, van Buren to Edward Livingston, 1l4th October, 1831, London
(Diplomatic Dispatches, RGC 59, v. 38) microfilm.
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matter for in 1833 talks were remewed again.

When the talks were renewed in 1833, America did not have a
winister at the Court of St. James. ¥r., Alfred Vail was in charge of
the legation as Chargé d'Affaires from July 13, 1832 umtil April of
1836, Veail was born in Lorient, Frence, the son of a New York merchant
who served as American commercisl agent in Lorfent from 1803 until
1815.38

In a conversstion which Vail had with Lord Palmerston in Febru-
ary of 1833 he was informed that England had delayed approaching the
United States on the slave trade issue because they were in the process
of concluding amendments to the treaty with France which would contain
articles which he hoped the United States could bring itself to accept
also. The object of these amendments to the French treaty was to regu-
late the reciprocal right of search in such a way that every objection
which the United States might have would be removed. He promised that
a8 soon ae the matter with France was concluded the English government

would communicate with the United States government on this m&tter.Bg

Vail continued to keep Edward Livingston40 informed of every

event in London which might directly or indirectly relate to the slave

trade as he expected England to open negotiations on the issue at any

38Carl W. Mitman, "Vail, Alfred," {n Dictionary of American Biog-
raphy, ed. Dumas Malone (New York, 1935), XIX, 136.

39A. Vail to Ed. Livingston, London, 27th February, 1833 (Dip~
lomatic Diepatches, RG 59, v. 40), microfilm,

408dwatd Livingston, who served as Becretary of State under
Andrew Jackson from May 24, 1831 until May 29, 1833, was born at Cler-
mont, New York, graduated from the College of New Jersey (Primceton) in
1781 snd was adwmitted to the New York bar in 1785. Livingston was
elected to Congress in 1794 and supported Jefferson in the election of
1801. Begianing in 1801 he served two offices in his home state
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time, In z debate in the House of Cormons on the 25th of April, 1833
a member of that house reported that the naval service of Gresat Britain
was becoming more popular smong the seamen and that it would be unneces-
saYy to resort to the objectionable system of impresgment in the future.
The same member called for a select committee to be appointed to inquire
into the matter, Vaill felt that the issue of impressment would never
again obtain populer support in England, and that this would be & good
time to renew negotiations on that subject as the likelihood of obtain-
ing favorable results seemed very good.41

Becauge the French treaty relating to the slave trade had been
l1aid before Parliament shortly before, Vail took the opportunity to
trace the history of negotiations between the two countries on that issue
and the motiveé for refussl to conclude a convention on this matter.
Then he continued by pointing out the sectiona of the French treaty which
he felt misrht lead the United States to sccede to the treaty with Eng-
land which she had promised to propose to the American zovernment.

In this article [1st of 1831 Convention with France|, the

right of search is, by a more definite geographical restriction,
confined to part of the Weatern coast of Africa and the adjoining

simultaneously; namely, U. 8. Attorney for the District of New York and
the Mayor of that city. Because of financial difficulties, he moved to
New Orleans in February of 1804 and practiced law there. Meny people
asgociated him with the "Burr Conspiracy" because it was public know-
ledge that he owed Aston Burr a sum of money. Any actusl connection with
the conspiracy was never proven. He was the individual largely responsi-
ble for joining the forces of General Andrew Jackson snd the pirate Jean
Laffite sand his brothers in the Battle of New Orleans. In 1820 he was
elected to the Louisiana legislature and served i{n the House and Senate
of that state., cf. William S, Carpenter, '"Livingstom, Edwsrd," in Dic~
tionary of American Biogrephy, ed. Dumas Malone (New York, 1935), XI,
309-312.

4lyail to Livingston, London, 3rd March, 1833 (Diplomatic Dispatches,
RG 59, v. 40) microfilm.



portions ot the ocean, and to 2 zone of twenty leagues along the
shores of Madagnscar, Cuba, Porto-rico [gié] and Brazil, thus
exempting the waters of the United States, "and of the British
Possegsions, from the implied suspicion of being made the chamnel
of the unlawful trazffic, and from the supervision which such sus~
picions might authorise |gicl, and giving up the principle insisted
upon by Mr. Canning in 18257 as 2 sine qua non Eg;é} to the con-
clusion of & treaty. ' '

There were a number of other improvements in this treaty as seen
by Vail. 1In the first place the mumber of cruilsers invested with the
power of rutual right of search was to be determined yearly by 2
special convention. Secondly, the names of cruisers and commanders in-
volved in the right of search were to be made known to each other to-
gether with all changes which might have to be mede, In the third place
each cruiser with the right of gearch was to be given special author-
ization for the purpose by both governments. Fourthly, the cruisers of
each were to aid ond assist others wherever and whenever this was
practical., Trial for suspected violators of the slave trade laus were
to be held by the laws and tribunals of their owmn country.43

Thus the Convention which Great Briatin had signed with France
in 1831 removed all of the objections which the United States had to
the granting of the mutual right of seerch in 1824. Blame for continued
refusal could hardly be placed on England,

In May of 1833 Vail informed Livingston that Lord Palmerston
had again brought up the subject of the slave trade and asked Vail if
he thought that England would have any success if ghe brought the sub-

lect, as outlined in the French treaty, to the attention of the United

States. Vail then informed Palmerston that he had received no specific

42Vail to Livingston, London, l4th May, 1833, ibid.

431p1a.
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instructions on the topilc, but that it was his own opinion that, if the
government were willing to sct in concert at 3ll then the restrictions
and limitations of the fnglo-Freunch treaty would overcome the American
objections so that they might prove acceptable to the President. He
veally did not give the English too much hope for succegs. He stated
thist the present Convention made no provision for the condemmation of
the trade as piracy, hence there might be gome objections on thisg point,
particularly in any sgreement with France by whom the principle in ques-
tion 4id not appear to have been recognized.

Palmerston then informed Vail that this had purposely been
zvoided because the convention was to leave subjects of esch nation
to be tried by their own tribunals. This had enasbled the mixed commis-
sions to be abandoned, so the power of determining the punishment to be
inflicted on subjects was left to each power., Palmerston then assured
Vail that England had pursued this trade with sufficient vigor that
there would be 1little doubt of her adequate punishment of offenders.
France, on the other hand, had not, and it was a known fact that many
of her subjects were involved in the trade; therefore, if she didn't
come through with adequate punishment, the Convention would be a dead
letter.44

Edward Livingston became the American Minister to France in

1833 and was replaced in the State Department by Louls McLane.45

44yatl to Livingston, London, 29th May, 1833 ibid.

45p1fred Vail sddressed his letters to "Louis M'Lane." The Secre-
tary of State is also referred to in this way in the Parliasmentsry
Papers: Slave Trade. The Dictionary of American Biography gives his
name a8 Louis McLene and this is the form that will be uszed in the text
of this paper,
Louis McLane was born in 1786 in Smyrna, Delaware and served
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Arguments continued in the English Parliasment over the question
of impressment, and public opinion was even more pronounced against the
practice. 1In & conversation in London Vail confirmed his earlier
opinion that even if impressment were to be resorted to by England at
some future time, it would not be practiced with the atrocity that had
characterized it before.46

Toward the end of 1833 Vail was approached by Lord Palmerston
who gought to open negotiations with the United States to solve the long
overdue isgsue of impressment. Since Vail bad no authority to negotiate
on this point, he informed McLane of the English move on this point.47

Having been instructed by Lord Palmerston to approach the
American government on the question of the slave trade convention, Sir
(harles Vaughan informed him in December of 1833 that the question of
accegaion to the recent convention between France and Great Britain

had been deferred until the meeting of Congress since it involved s

concession of the mutual and restricted right of search which had been

in the navy for a year before entering Newark College in 1801 but never
received a degree. He was admitted to the bar in 1807 and was elected
to the House of Representatives in 1817 as a Jeffersonian Republican.

In 1827 he became a Senator and throughout his legislative career al-
ways championed the cause of the Bank of the United States. He not only
opposed slavery but alasoc denied that the govermment could do anything

to hinder its spread on constitutional grounds.

Hoping for an appointment to the Supreme Court, he accepted the
job as minister to England in 1829 and in 1831 returned to the United
States to serve as Secretary of the Treasury in the Jackson cabinet,

In 1833 he was appointed Secretary of State. In 1834 when it was ob-
vious that there was little hope of a bench appointment, he resigned
that post.

46Va11 to M'Lane, London, 29th August, 1833 (Diplomatic Dispatches,
RG 59, v. 41) microfilm.

47ya1l to M'Lane, London, 6th December, 1833 ibid.
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refused in 1824, The Secretary of State was awaiting the opinion of
the Senate on the question. Vaughan suggested that the British press
the American government on the question., Mr., McLane had spoken to
Vaughan of the excited feelings of the southern states on any question
dealing directly or indirectly with the institution of slavery. He
also spoke of efforts to get up Antislavery Societies in the North and
that this had roused the jealousy of the slave holders throughout the
Union. He also observed that the "Executive at Waghington appears to
shrink from bringing forward, in any shape, & question" which deslt
with the abolition of the slave trade for fear of alarming the southern
states.48

In reply to a request by Louis Mclane asg to the exact nature
of the accession to the right of search that England requested the
United States to join, Vaughan smswered:

A reciprocal right of search, therefore, is to be conceded
by the United States, limited as to place, and subject to
specified restrictions. It is to be employed only in repress-
ing the Slave Trade, and to be exercised under a written and
specific suthority, conferred on the Commander of the visiting
ship by the Government of the country to which the ship visited
may belong. It cannot, therefore, imply any pretense of juris-
dictiop by the ships of war of one Country over the flag of the
other.

In answer to this stipulation the United States said that they

could not accede because of the inclusion of the American watersg which

had been the resson for this country's refusal to accept the Comvention

“8yaughen to Palmerston, Washington, 12th December, 1833, Parlia-
mehtary Papers, XIV, 24.

49Vaughan to American Minister of Foreign Affairs, Washington,
25th December, 1833, ibid., p. 86.
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of 1824, Hopes for the future were extended in this answer, however.2 Y

On this point Palmerston instructed Vaughan not to insist oﬁ
the inclusion of American waters as this had not been part of the con-
vention with France that the English were asking the United States to
join, and for Vaughan to re~introduce the idea to the Americans. To
add pressure to the Americans to accede to the convention, Vaughan asked
the French minister in Washington to mention the slave trade issue to
the American government agaiu.51

In 1834 Louis McLane resigned his position as Secretary of
State. John Forsythsz of Georgia was appointed to the position and took
up the duties of that office on July 1, 1834,

John Forsyth, as Secretary of State, closed the final hope of
England and the United States on the question of any mutual action by
the two countries for the suppression of the glave trade, In his
letter of October 4, 1834 he informed Sir Charles Vaughan of the decision
of the United States ''not to make the United States a2 party to any Con-

vention on the subiect of the slave trade."3

5Cy'Lane to Vaughan, Washington, 24th March, 1834, ibid.

SlPalmerston to Vaughan, Foreign Office, 7th July, 1834, ibid.,
p' 880 :

52Jolm Forysth served ss Secretary of State from 1834 until the
end of Martin Van Buren's term as president in 1841, He had served as
a Representative, Senator, and as minister to Spain from 1819 until 1823
and had been instrumental in the ceding of Florida to the Unites States.
In 1823 he returned to the House and served in thet capacity until 1827
when he began a two year term as Governor of Georgia. 1In 1829 he re-
turned to the United States Senate where he served until his sppointment
as Secretary of State,

53Am. Minister for Foreign Affasirs to Sir C. Vaughan, Dept. of
State, 4th Oct., 1834, Parlismentary Papers, XIV, 9l.
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In this letter he cited America's reasons for refusal. America
did not have any territory in the areas spoken of in the conventinn,
znd he would not have the citizens of this country brought z11 the way
to the United States for adjudication when citizens of Prance and Eng-
land would merely have to brought to z nearby port. As he gtated it:

Acquitted individuals might be compensated, yet the commercial
enterprise of their country be obstructed or paralyseg while
the tribunals were deciding their innocence or guflt.”

He went on to state that he believed that a faithful exertion
of its own means of detection and punishment were the best way to take
care of thig problem snd to perform the dutiles of this government towsrd
its own citizens and the interests of the world at large.

Shortly before this formal breaic in negotiations with England,
Great Britain had sbolished the institution of slavery in her West
Indies possessions and throughout the British Empire. This sbolition
of slavery on the part of England brought about numerous reactions in
the United States as thisg closely touched an ancient institution in the
Southern portion of the United States,

Unlike the reaction to the Slave Trade Convention of 1824 which
the editors of Louisiena newspapers looked upon as more of a threat to
the free trade and navigation of American ships, the possibility, and
later the actuality, of the English abolition of slavery in the West
Indies were viewed by the Louisians editors as a threat to the peace and
security of the United States. Petitions for the abolition of West
Indian slavery were opposed by the planters of that area in 1833, It

may be safely presumed that they would have opposed these same measures

S41pid,
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in the years before 1833. When news reached New Orleans in May of 1824
that these petitions were flowing into Parliament from all parts of
England, the southern editors reacted adversely to this possibility,
Viewing the lack of a black population in Englend as a reason for the
misguided fanaticism of Englishmen for the abolition of slavery led the

editor of the Louisiana Gazette to state in 1824 that

Whilst we admire the philanthropy of such radicals, we cannot but
smile at their simplicity, Persuaded of the propriety of the
measure which they advocate, they are ready to overleap every
obstacle in the road of its accomplishment. Could those honest,
well-meaning yeomen and bumpkins, witness the actual state of
things, inevitably comsequent upon an alloy, in society, of a
black population, it would cure them of many of their crude
fancies, and mitigate much of their maniacal zeal. They would
perceive that to matters on the broad platform of immmutable right,
and the eternal fitness of things, is a task not to be performed
with the ease and expedition which they imegine. They would find
that in getting rid of slavery, they had not got clear of half
the evil which its introduction has entailed upon us.

Bringing the matter closer to home for his readers this saume
editor expressed an opinion which placed him in sympathy with at lesst
a part of the goals of the American Colonization Society. He zalso
expressed the prevalent fear of most of Southern society when any expres-
sion of equality for whites and blacks wgs gtated when he wrote that

Till some means can be contrived to free us from our gooty
dependents, by their migration en magse, we shall find it indis-
pensable, even to ouvr safety, to hold them in subjection and
servitude., The very agitation of the question of making them
libertines, as freedmen are styled in law, in England, has al-
ready had the ffect si@] of increasing their gudacity, and
rendering them literally juch in the islands.”

Open revolt became a real possibility in the British West Indies

a8 & vesult of Parliamentary debate on this question and on the

SSLOuisiana Gazette (New Orleans), May 22, 1824,

01p14.
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poseibility of Parlismentary passage of the Reform Bill of 1832. Such
threatened revolts on the part of the slave holding British West Indies
simply served to stoke the fears of southerners of the possibility of
similar actions in this coun?ry57 — a possibility not unfounded when
viewed in light of Nat Turner's rebellion & few years later.

As the question of Negro emancipation neared psssage by the

English Parlisment, Southerners began to react more violently to such
& move. They blamed such an Inglish move on misguided philanthropy
and political expediency. They saw the slave emancipation question as

a measure whose effect will be extended even to this country.

The Ministers in agitating the question of emsncipstion, antici-

pated that it would rally round them a faction of all parties,

and thus keep them popular, and prolong the period of their fall.

But they forgot that social order, morals, and prejudices often

occasion the most insurmountable obstacles to the finest theories

and schemes of philanthropy, They desired to preserve their

power, althgggh the whole West Indies Islands might thereby be
gacrificed!-

From this point the editor of The Bee goes on to place the
blame for the existence of slavery in the new world on Europe herself
and to enumerate the diffieulties — and even the impossibility = of
a2 smooth transition in the social order of the slave holding British
West Indies snd by implication of the slave holding section of the

United States.

It was these men or their prototypes, and in short, Europe that
gave to the American colonies the alwost incurable evil, the
indellible Et ¢] leprosy of slavery, and it is now by fire, by
sword, and By Tuin they would cure the illg inflicted by that
infernal and cursed present. And is it for the innocent to suffer
the penalty of the guilty? God save us from stirring the lava

>TBaton Rouge Cazette. March 31, 1832,
S7he Bee (New Orleans), July 24, 1833.
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that boils in this crater whose eruption may be felt among us!
+« « « » They will consent to sbandon their claims when they are
given in exchange, substantial property of equal value; this,
however, must be done slowly, and in accordance with the gentle-
ness which is requisite to reorganize the social system of the
colonies. It is well known to thoge who examine facts for then-
selves without regorting to philosophical treaties for their opin~
ions, that the feelings and interests of the one class can never
amalgamate with those of the other. Measures should be taken to
trensplant gradually emancipated into the country, which they should
never have quit, and to substitute in their places another popula-
tion. Every other plan will he a deception, a wromg, an injury,
and a most palpable injustice on the rights of wan innocent of the
evil that is sought to be removed,

To change the feelings and inclinations of the colonists it
would be necessarv to send them’ffo?] oge century to a country
where they would not see a Llack slave. 3

The possibility of troubles in the United States res.alting from
this English asction continued to plague the southernm editor. 1In August
of 1833 he spelled out the implications of this move on the slave hold-
ing regions of the United States when he printed an extrsct of a letter
from Barbadoes dated 24th July, 1833,

The future fate o the British West India Colonies is rapidly
approaching to its crisie, and I fear nothing but irretrievable
ruin will seal the issue of that enmity with which the pseudo~
philanthropists of England have so long disturbed their peace.

The United States must participate in the injury which affects
every interest connected with the Colenies, and the deep and fatal
results of theix destruction involve many seriocus considerations
regpecting the gafety and repose of that portion of the United
States in which slavery exists, I trust it may please that Provi-
dence, which directs the moral government of the world for wise
purposes, to avert fyom us the scenes of horror which worked the
overthrow of one of the finest Colonies of France,60

Yet despite the fears and accusations leveled against England
for her actions for the emancipgtion of the black slaves, later news

from the West Indies forced the editor of The Bee to concede that the

39114,

hevatitiepe

601b1d., August 5, 1833,
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transformation went smoother than expected by the people of the West
Indies or the United States, He explained, over 2 month later, that
even though the planters might still not be overjoyed with these events,
they were to receive in compensation from the English government sn
amount for the planter's slaves "more than they are worth; and should
the latter [élavegj be deterred from violence so that the former [}he
plantefj can retain thelr estates, their property will soon be worth
twice its presgent value.“61

More than a year later the editor of The Bee printed amnother

extract of a letter from Barbadoes commenting on how well the project
was progressing:

The great measure of emancipstion is working better than the
warpest friends of that law could have anticipated; and from the
neighboring islands we continue to receive favorable accounts of
the conduct of the laborers, with the exception of the colony of
§§mg§ara, where 3 great deal of indolence and apathy have prevail-

Thus, if the views of this editor of The Bee can be taken as

reflecting the feelings of southerners, the fears of the administration
in 1833 to enter into any joint action because of these southern feel~
ings was justified., Whether these southern fears would have led to s
second rejection in the mid 1830's will never be known and is a matter
of pure conjecture since the members of the Senate were never given an
occasion to express themselves again in the 1830's on the question of

any joint action between Great Britain and the United States to suppress

the slave trade.

6113;;., September 13, 1833.

ngbgd., November 7, 1834,



CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

Domestic politics occupied the major position in the minds of
American statesmen during the period of these negotiations. The rapidly
expanding frontier along with the cry for internal improvements to aid
in this expension were a2 major consideration of the peried. Section-
alism began to make itself felt in American politics before the end
of the period under discussion., During the last ten vears of these
negotiations the issues of nallification and the tariff question slong.
with the Bank of the United States occupied the thoughts of America's
leaders.

Even though domestic issues were of such great importance to
Americans at that tiwe, they were anxious for acceptance by the major
powers of the world, American trade wag important to the domestic
economy 80 many in this country looked upon any concesgion of a right
of search as s means for a jealous England to harass American trade on
the high seas as had been dome by England with the impressment of
American seamen before and during the Wor of 1812, Thisg trade made
merchants in the Northeast wealthy men and to &8 large extent was a
necessity for the expanding American fromtier.

John Quincy Adams feared the power of the English navy. He,
along with many other American statesmen during the adolescence of the

American nation, feared the power of the older nations of Europe,
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particularly England, and was desirous of imndependent action on the
part of the United States. The Anglophohia of these statesmen was
regponsible for the long delay in arriving at a grounds of common agree-
ment and for the many restrictions on the right of search embodied in
the Convention of 1824, Yet, despite their reluctance and the result-
ing limitations and restrictions on the right of search, this was the
ostensible reasonm for the Senate action on that treaty and for the
verbal attack on the treaty by many newspaper editors of that day,.

Sectional feelings grew and constantly entered into all aspects
of the Americen politicel scene during this time, Even though the
actions taken in regard to the Convention of 1824 cannot be blamed on
sectional feelings alone, the election of that year centered erocund
figures considered to be largely sectionsgl. Thus, even though election-
eering was the main reason for the Senate action which led to English
rejection sectional politics entered into that question also,

During the years after 1824 slavery and antislavery groups grew
more and more vocal for their causes and increasingly emotional sbout
any action which tended against their particular point of view. By
1834 many leaders in Washington were sfraid of stirring the emotions of
southerners over an agreement to end the glave trade becsuse any mention
of slavery would have been opposed by the slave holding states, Recent
sctions in the British Parliament which had led to the abolition of
slavery in the British West Indies had stirred these emotions enough,
Many from the slave holding reglons of the United States considered the
British abolition of glavery ag an indication of events to follow in
the United 3tates.

The United States did not enter into sny joint action for the
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suppresgsion of the siave trade until Southern opposition was remwoved by
the secession of that part of the country at the beginning of the War
between the States. During that war, an agreement was reached. The
right of search was conceded to Great Britain for the purpose of sup-
pressing the slave trade. Opposition to such action in the earlier part
of the nineteenth century centered around the Anglophobia of American
statesmen. The Convention of 1824 was killed in the United States’
Senate because of electioneering tactics. Subsequent efforts to reach
an agreement {n the 1830's failed because of the rise of sectional feel-
ings and because of fear on the part of many to bring up the issue of
slavery in sny form whatsoever. Despite the fact that the Senate vote
of 1824 would not support the contention that southern feelings were
responsgible for the action of that body, these feelings were responsible
for the thought of many people not from the South. Thus, sectional
feelings were in part responsible for the "rejection" of that treaty and
played a greater part in the actions of the executive department of the

federal govermment on this issue after that date.
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