
day after the departure of Mr. Stevenson froim London, on his return to
America, and as there has since been no Minister or Chargé d'Affhires from the
lfnited States resident in this country,·the Undersigned has looked with some
anxiety for the arrival of Mr. Everett, in order that he might be enabled to
renew his diplomatic intercourse with an accredited representative of the
Republic. H ad the Undersigned entertained no other purpose than to controvert
the arguments of Mr. Stevenson, or to fortify his own in treating of the matter
which has thrmed the subject of their correspondence, he would have experienced
little impatience; but, as it is his desire to clear up all doubt and to remove misap-
prehension, lie feels that he canbot too early avail himself of the presence of
Mr. Everett at his post to bring to his knowledge the true state of the question
at issue.

The Undersigned agrees with Mr. Stevenscn in the importance of arriving
at a clear understanding of the matter really in dispute. This ought to be the
first object in the differences of States as well as of individuals; and, happily, it
is often the first step to the reconciliation of the parties. In the present case
this understanding is doubly essential, because a continuance of mistake and
error nay be productive of the most serious consequences.

Mr. Stevenson persists in contending that the British Government assert a
right which is equivalent to the claim of searching American vessels in time of
peace. In proof of this, Mr. Stevenson refers to a passage in a former note of
Viscount Palinerston, addressed to himself, against which he strongly protests,
and the doctrine contained in which he says that the Undersigned is understood
to affirn.

Now, it is not the intention of the Undersigned to inquire into the precise
import and force of the expressions of Viscount Palmerston. These might have
been easily explained to Mr. Stevenson by their author, at the time they were
written; but the Undersigned must request that his doctrines upon this subject,
and those of the Government of which he is the organ, may be judged of
exclusively from his own declarations.

The Undersigned again renounces, as he bas already done in the most
explicit terms, any right on the part of the British Government, to search
American vessels in time of peace. The right of search, except when specially
conceded by Treaty, is a purely belligerent right, and can have no existence on
the high seas during peace. The Undersigned apprehends, however, that the
riglit of scarch is not confined to the verification of the nationality of the vessel,
but also extends to the object of the voyage and the nature of the cargo. The
sole purpose of the British cruisers is to ascertain whether the vessels they meet
with are really Aimerican or not. The right asserted has, in truth, no resemblance
to the right of search, either in principle or in practice. It is simply a right to
satisfy the party who has a legitimate interest in knowing the truth, that the vessel
actually is what lier colours announce. This right we concede as freely as we exer-
cise. The British cruisers are not instructed to detain American vessels, under any
circumnstances whatever; on the contrary, they are ordered to abstain from all
interference with them, be they slavers or otherwise. But where reasonable
suspicion exists that the American fdag bas been abused, for the purpose of cover-
ing the vessel of another nation, it would appear scarcely credible, had it not
been made manifest by the repeated protestations of their representative, that the
Government of the United States, which bas stigmatized and abolished the trade
itself, should object to the adoption of such means as are indispensably necessary
for ascertaining the truth.

The Undersigned had contended, in bis former note, that the legitimate
inference from the arguments of Mr. Stevenson would practically exteud everi to
the sanction of piracy, when the persons engaged in it should think fit to shelter
themselves under the flag of the United States.. Mr. Stevenson observes, that
this is a misapprehension on the part of the Undersigned; and he declares that,
in denying the right of interfering with vessels under the American flag, he
intended to limit his objection to vessels bond fide American, and not to those
belonging to nations who might fraudulently have .assumed the flag of the
United States. But it appears to the Undersigned that his former statement is
by no means satisfactority controverted by the declaration of Mr. Stevenson.

Sow is this bondfide to be proved? Must not Mr. Stevenson either be-prepared
o maintain that the flag alone is sufficient .evidence -of .the nationality of. the

vessel, which, in the face of his own repeated admissions, he cannot do; .or must


