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proclamation of neutrality waa atill in the view of the Briti*h

miniater, an order of the Bth of June, 179S, iatued from the

cabinet, by virtue of which, ** all veaacia loaded wholly, or in

part, with com, flour, or meal, bound to any nort in France, or

any port occupied by the armiea of FVance," were required to

be carried, forcibly, into Englandt and the cargoea were cither

to be aold there, or aecurity waa to be given, tnat they ahould

only be aold in the porta of^a country, in amity with hia Britan*

nic majeaty.* The moral character of an avowed deaign, to

iniict Mmine upon the whole of the French ncople, waa, at that

time, properly eatimated throughout the civilized world) and ao

glaring an infraction of neutral righta, aa the Britiah order waa
calculated to produce, did not eacape the aeveritiea of diploma*

tic animadvcraion and remonstrance. But thia anreaaion waa
aoon followed by another of a more hoatUe caat. In the war of

17M, Great Britain had endeavored to catabliah the rule, that

neutral nationa were not entitled to enjoy the bcnefita of a trade

with the coloniea of a belligerent power, from which, in the aea*

aon of peace, they were excluded by the parent atate. The rule

atanda without poaitive aupport from any general authority on
public law. U it be true, thataome treatiea contain atipula*

tioae, by which the partiea expreaaly exclude each other from
the commerce of their reapectivecolonieai and if it be true, that

the ordinancea of a particular atate, often provide for the ex*
cluaive enjoyment of^ ita colonial commerce; atill Great Britain
cannot be authoriaed to deduce the rule of the war of 17M, by
implication, fromauch treatiea and auch ordinancea, while it ia

not true, that the rule forma a part of the law of nationa; nor
that it hiia been adopted by any other government) nor that even
Great Britun heraelf haa uniformly practiaed upon the rule)

aince iu application waa unknown from the war of 17M, until

the French war of 1702, including the entire period of the
American war. Let it be, argumenutively, allowed, however,
that Great Britain poaaeaaed the right, aa well aa the power, to
revive and enforce the rule) yet, the time and the manner of
exerciaingthejMwer, would aflbrd ample cauae for reproach.
Hie citiaena or the United Staica had openly engaged in an
extehaive trade with the French iaianda, in the Weat Indiea,
ignorant of the alleged exiatence of the rule of the war of
17M, or unappriaed of any intention to call it into action, when
the order of the «th of November, 1793, waa ailentlv circulated
among the Britiah cruiaera, conaigniog to legal adjudication,
** all veaaela loaden with gooda, the produce of any colony of

* 8m the order fai cowicU of th« Bth of Junt, 1793,and the frnnomtrance of the
Aofrkaa fovMiinMnt.
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