
might be effected for five per cent, while bn the bther hand,
those bound :to or from a French port, could not be injured
against EngUsh cruisers for fifty per cent^These facts being,
admitted, let them be applied to the known principles of publick
law ',^hat la^^ nakkh, when:4t sanctions the practice of block-
adc, takes care to confine its rights and firivUegea strictly to those
-who actually make an investment 6y such A navalforce as can five-
vfnt or fiuniih transgres6ion...r,ii amiai\4£mtM '

i»fo£i..if .

But enough is sfud on this point to prove, that the Berlin de-
eree cannot be jusfified or even .palliated on ordinary principlesiy
there has, however, been a pretended excuse for it, set up in the
plea tliat the Btltish ruU of ir5€ tvas such a neno ar^d eact^^va-
rant doctrine, us would authorize the French to stop all trade
with Great Britam.-Oneof the Edinburgh Reviewers has ad-
vanced something like this in October 1807, and it has been re-
peated by a senator of the United States in a publick letter. As
the former writer had discussed the general principle w?th no
common ability in April, 1806, and the latter must have had
opportunity to examine it fully and to profit by the lights of oth-
ers, it may be thought exti-aordinary that such a groundless plea
fehould be so pertinaciously maintained.

Both these writers ought to have known that by the maritime
code of France, pronmlgated ih the beginning of the last centu-
ry, and its essential principles sanctioned anew, in 1744 it is de-
clared, that all property laden in the port of an enemy by a neu-
tral, and bound .to any count.y whatsoever, except the country
v[ the suKl neuti ,1, is good prize, ulthoujvh the property should
bona fide belong to the neutral ;-4ind that evety article, the
growth or manufacture of an enemy, found going from n neu-
tral to an ehcmy'3 port is also good prize ; which, with otlw

r

declarations and provisions of a similur spirit, and some still

more severe toward neutrals, are vindicated on the ground of
a right, thus to injure the comme,-ce of an cnemv. It is not
proi)osed here, to examine the merits or demerits of these varii-
oua' dnims of l>clligcrent9, n.ir to show what is or oucht tn h^
ronsKlej-cfl a« tl,^ law of nations, in regard to the conflictinjt
claims of neutrals and b-Higerents, hxit to shew that tte *^h«t#f .


