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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Piracy began in the Barbary States at the beginning
of the sixteenth century, when Ferdinand and Isabella ex-
pelled the Moors from Spain. On leaving their homeland,
the Moors ¢rossed the strait and settled along the northern
coast of Africa. Too weak to oppose the Spaﬁish on the open
battlefield, they employed their knowledge of the coast and
the sea to retaliate against Spain. Employing a form of
guerrilla tactics, the Moors struck the Spanish at their
weak points, attacking either unarmed ships or undefended
areas near the coast. When the Spanish attempted to remove
this nuisance, the Moors allied with the Turkish Corsairs to
form the forerunner of the Barbary Pirates.1

The pirates made their hom; in the Barbary States
which, in the eighteenth century, consisted of Morocco,
Algiers, Tunis, and Tripoli. This was the part of northern
Africa bounded on the east by Egypt, west by the Atlantic,
south by the Sashara, and north by the Mediterranean. By
their geographic location, the Barbary States dominated
Mediterranean shipping, pirating ships of a2ll nations that
did not pay ransom or tribute. As one Tripolitan Ambassador
stated,

« « « the Barbary States, and Turkey, were the

'sovereigns of the Mediterranean’, and would permit.,

no nation to navigate it without a treaty of peace.

1



The Corsairs also made frequent raids into the Atlantic,
going as far north as the English Channel and Qest to the
West Indies,3 capturing ships of any country not protected
by treaty or cannon.

In order to protect their Mediterranean shipping,
European nations customarily purchased treaties with the
Barbary States. The weaker nations purchased treaties
because they did not have the power to destroy the pirates.
However, the stronger nations elected to pay tribute and
leave the pirates to damage the commerce of other nations.
This tactic of reducing competition was a particular favor-
ite of Great Britain, whose aim was to secure a monopoly
of the world's carrying trade and commerce. To accomplish
this purpose she encouraged the pirates of the Mediterranean
by paying them a small tribute to harass the commerce of
weaker maritime nations, while leaving British ships unmo-

4

lested. Lord Sheffield a member ‘of Parliament summed up

the British attitude when, speaking of American trade, he
stated,

It is not probable the American States will have a
very free trade in the Mediterranean; it will not be to
the interest of any of the great maritime powers to
protect them there from the Barbary States. If they
know their interest, they will not encourage the
Americans to be carriers--that the Barbary States are
advantageous to the maritime powers is obvious. . . .
The Americans cannot protect themselves. . . . They
cannot pretend to a Navy.

Reporting on Britain's attitude to R. R. Livingston, Secretary
of Foreign Affairs, Benjamin Franklin wrote on July 25, 1783,

e« « « I have in London heard it is a maxim among the
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merchants, that if there were no Algiers, it would be worth
6

England's while to build one."

American merchants found it difficult to adjust to
this British policy, since before the Revolutionary War,
Great Britain had protected a substantial amount of American
commerce from the pirates. The loss or destruction of the
records of many of the custom houses in the early days of
the war preclude an exact account of Colonial trade, but as
Secretary of State, Thomas Jefferson estimated to Congress,
before the Revolution,

« « » about one-sixth of the wheat and flour ex-
ported from the U.S. and about one-fourth in value of
their dried and pickled fish, and some rice, found
their best markets in the Mediterranean ports. That
commerce loaded outwards, from eighty to one hundred
ships, annually, of twenty thousand tons.7

Other commodities exported in considerable quantities to
Southern Europe and Africa before the Revolution included
rum; rice; pine, oak, and cedar lumber; beeswax; and onions.
The value of American articles shipped to the Mediterranean
in 1770 was estimated at £ 707,000. In the same year,
American bottoms transported foreign merchandise to

8 Colonial

Mediterranean ports worth an estimated E 6,287.
imports for 1769 were estimated at E 228,682 consisting
largely of wines, salt, oil, and Moroccan leather.9

This was a substantial amount of trade for a young
and growing merchant fleet and was expected to grow even
more after peace was established. However a new nation,

inexperienced in diplomacy and possessing a weak central

government, was ill-equipped to deal with the problems of
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piracy that had developed after 1783. The situation might
have been handled had the nation been domestically sound
and enjoyed well established diplomatic relations abroad.
Since this was not the case, its only feasible alternative
was to stall for time until it became domestically and
internationally strong.

George Washington probably understood this far better
than any other statesman. He realized during his presidency
that the United States was not in a position to dictate the
terms of treaties, but needed time to grow and mature. He
emphasizes this view to his friend the Marquis De Lafayette
in March 1787:

It seems almost nugatory to dispute about the best
mode of dealing with the Algerines, when we have neither
the money to buy their friendship nor the means of
punishing them for their depredations upon our people
and trade.l0

He restated this view when, in his Farewell Address of
September 1796, he remarked,

With me a predominant motive has been, to endeavor
to gain time to our country to settle and mature its
yet recent institutions, and to progress without in-
terruption to that degree of strength and consistency,
which is necessary to give it humanly speaking, the
command of its own fortunes.ll

Washington's two successors, John Adams and Thomas
Jefferson, had opposing points of view concerning methods of
dealing with the pirates., Having formed their ideas while
the nation was still governed under the Articles of Confeder-
ation and while they were serving as Ministers in Europe, they

carried these views into their respective administrations.

John Adams had considered using force to reduce the
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piracy, but had ruled it out because he did not think the

12 After considerable

southern states would support a war.
thought, he concluded that the United States should follow
in the footsteps of the European nations by purchasing peace
from the Barbary States. As Minister to Great Britain, he
wrote Jefferson in July 1786,

I lay down a few simple propositions. 1. We may at
this time have peace with them, in spite of all the in-
trigues of the English or others to prevent it, for a
sum of Money. 2. We shall never have peace, though
France, Spain, England, and Holland should use all
their influence in our favor, without a sum of money.

3. That neither the benevolence of France, or the
malevolence of England, will be ever able materially
to diminish or increase the sum. 4. The longer the
negotiation is delayed, the larger will be the demand.
From these premises, I conclude it to be wisest for us
to negotiate_and pay the necessary sum without loss of
timeo.oos ‘

Adams did not consider ransom a violation of American
honor, but rather as an added rate to the insurance normally
purchased by maritime merchants in order to protect against
losses at sea, Being from New England, however, and con-
cerned with protecting the investment of his friends engaged
in international trade, he never proposed that the merchant
pay the added expense, believing it should be paid by the
government, so that all sections would have to share in the
expense. It is difficult to understand why he believed the
south would not support a war to further the interest of
the New England merchants, but would contribute large sums
of money to purchase a treaty for the same purpose.

In contrast to Adams, Thomas Jefferson rebelled at

the idea of paying tribute to the North African pirates. As



Minister to France, he argued quite correctly that there
would be no end to the payments once the American government
showed a willingness to pay blackmail., Considering his own
personal honor and the honor of his country to be at stake,
he saw only one course for the United States, war--either
unilaterally, or in convention with a league of maritime
nations, which would reduce the expense to the United States.
On July 11, 1786, he wrote Adams:
« -« « I should prefer the obtaining it (treaty) by
War. 1. Justice is in favor of this opinion. 2. Honor
favors it. 3. It will procure us respect in Europe:
and respect is a safeguard to interest. 4. It will arm
the federal head with safest of all the instruments of
coercion over its delinquent members. 5. I think it
least expensive. 6. Equally effectual.l4
Jefferson estimated that a fleet of 150 guns, which would
cost only slightly more than the purchase of peace, would
be large enough to humble the pirates. Realizing the United
States did not have the money to build such a large fleet,
he looked around for ways to reduce the expense to the United
States. While not interested in trade in the Mediterranean,
Portugal conducted a large commerce in the West Indies and
found it necessary to blockade the pirates at the Straits
in order to prevent losses in the Atlantic. Jefferson felt
therefore, that Portugal would welcome a joint effort to
destroy the pirates. Similarly, because Italy was barred
from maritime commerce because of its fear of the pirates,
Jefferson was convienced Naples would also accept a share

in constructing the fleet. Therefore, in order to reduce

- the expense to the United States Jefferson recommended that
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a convention be formed between the United States, Portugal,
and Naples all of whom would share the expense of eliminating
the pirates, according to their respective wealth.15
Neither Adams nor Jefferson had Washington's foresight.
Both recommended that their plan be initiated immediately,
apparently not realizing the limitations of the government
under the Articles of Confederation. Foreign nations, aware
of the weakness and inefficiency of the American government,
refused to enter into commercial treaties; therefore, Adams'
hope for a bargained treaty was reduced, and if a treaty
could have been negotiated there was no money to conclude it.
Jefferson's plan of war was just as far-fetched, since a
navy would cost an enormous sum, and the treasury was empty
and there was little hope of improvement.
As John Jay noted in a letter to Jefferson on December
14, 1786,
If Congress had money to purchase peace of Algiers,
e « o it certainly would . . . but the truth is that no
money is to be expected at present from hence, nor do I
think it would be right to make new loans until we have
at least some prospect of paying the interest due on
former ones.l6
Jéy realized that under the Articles of Confederation
the federal government had virtqally no power. He knew that
the central government could not regulate commerce among the
states, nor provide adequate revenue, nor establish a sound
monetary system. He also knew that relations with foreign
countries were.limited because, even though the central

government could make treaties with foreign countries, it

had no power to compel the States to abide by the treaties.
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However, he anticipated that by their actions the Barbary
States might force the Americans to form a stronger central
government. Writing to the President of Congress in 1785
about the reported declaration of war against the United
States by Algiers, Jay said, "This war does not strike me
as a great evil. The more we are ill treated abroad the
more we shall unite and consolidéte at home."l7 George
Washington had virtually the same attitude about the Articles
of Confederation. 1In 1789, he wrote, "Vain is it to look
for respect from abroad, or tranquillity at home . . . till
the wisdom and force of the union can be more concentrated
and better applied."18

It was certain that the United States would wait
until a strong government was formed to complete satisfactory
negotiations with the Barbary States, but the question re-
mains why freedom to navigate the Mediterranean was so im-
portant to the American merchant. To clear up that point it
is necessary to look at the action of the British and French.

As mentioned above, prior to the American Revolution
a lucrative Mediterranean trade was developed under British
protection, but when peace was restored, Americans found

themselves facing a closed mercantile world.19

The Treaty

of Paris of 1783 closed the British West Indies to American
vessels, thereby taking away a very profitable market, and

England only allowed British goods to be shipped to the

United States in British ships, which also cut into American

"profits. In 1789, the British placed heavy duties on the
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chief products of the Northern states, including breadstuff,
provisions, and fish in order to protect British domestic
agriculture and to encourage domestic fisheries.20 Also,
most of the important European nations either prohibited
the importation of tobacco and rice altogether, or placed

heavy duties on them.21

Additionally, during the 1790's,
because England was at war with France, the British issued
at least thirty acts to reduce the flow of supplies to the
French, which adversely affected American commerce.22

When war broke out between France and England, the
French demanded American assistance under the Treaty of
1778, but Washington, not prepared to risk war, issued the
Neutrality Proclamation of April 22, 1793, Also, the Jay
Treaty negotiated in 1794 with England, further widened the
gap in American-French relations. To the French it appeared
that the United States was aligning with England to defy
France. Negotiations with France,‘after the Jay Treaty, led
to the XYZ Affair by which agents representing the French
Foreign Minister, Talleyrand, demanded an apology from
President Adams and payment of a $250,000.00 bribe. The
American ministers left Paris in disgust.z3 Though war was
not declared and President Adams was able to bring about a
peace in February 1801, several French/American skirmishes
did take place at sea during the period 1796-1800., More-
over, France, as well as England, restricted American

commerce by issuing eighteen decrees from May 1793 through

April 1808, While not as damaging as the British acts they
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did take a toll, and also made the Mediterranean ports more
important.

The British and French decrees were designed to
further each country's respective war efforts as well as its
own commerce. This was particularly true in the case of
England. All ocean commerce was hampered by arbitrary rules
and orders. The French declared that all provisions were
contrabands of war; therefore, the French Navy was ordered
to seize all vessels destined for British ports carrying
such commodities. The English insisted that they had the
right to stop and search American vessels and remove sailors

24 After one of the

suspected of English citizenship.
English searches, it was not uncommon for an American
merchant ship to be so stripped of crew that it could not
continue to operate.

While the action of the British and French restricted
American trade, the European wars from 1793 to 1805 gave
American merchants exceptional opportunities to expand as
neutral carriers. Since the United States was the only major
neutral carrier, trade grew rapidly. Having already dis-
covered the profits of trade with the East Indies and China,
the New England merchants were eager to expand trade with

25

the Mediterranean countries. Competition was almost non-

existent, especially since the British merchants had always

favored the Western Atlantic or the Far East,26

and paid
little attention to the markets in the Mediterranean. The

‘French, who had been the dominant carrier in the Mediterranean,
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were forced to stay in port by the British Navy which had
the strategic mission of preventing contraband from reaching
French ports. The Italians, who might have claimed a large
part of this trade, chose to remain in port rather than
risk the possibility of capture by the pirates. This left
the trade of the Mediterranean open, and American merchants,
who had lost many former markets to the British, French, and
Spanish were determined to claim a large portion of it.
However, the Barbary States were still the menace of the
Mediterranean; therefore, the United States was compelled
to take some type of positive action to protect its commerce

and allow the American merchant to fulfill his destiny.



CHAPTER II

THE FAILURE OF DIPLOMACY

When peace between England and America was restored,
four possible alternatives existed concerning Mediterranean
trade. America could continue the suspension of shipping
into areas dominated by the pirates, obtain protection from
another country, pay tribute to the pirates for protection
or form a navy strong enough to protect American commerce
by war, or threat of war.

While American leaders made a concentrated effort at
solving the Mediterranean question through diplomatic efforts,
by 1801 it was quite evidgnt that only war could solve the
dilemma. To understand why war was required, it is necessary
to examine the first three alternatives and outline reasons
for the failure of each.

It was not feasible to continue the suspension, as
the markets were too lucrative and an alternate market had
to be found to replace the West Indies, which had been closed
to American ships as a result of‘the war. While American
goods were still admitted to the West Indies, they had to
be transported in British ships, and this severely injured
the American shipping trade, since during the Colonial period
British ships handled most of the commerce between America
and England leaving, for American ships, the trade with the

12
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West Indies and Southern Europe.1 Emory R. Johnson in

History of the Domestic and Foreign Commerce of the United

States reported that:
The restriction of the trade of the British West
Indies to British ships reduced the profits of a
relatively large share of American shipping. Prior
to the Revolution the trade with the British and
foreign West Indies had given employment to fully a
third of the Colonial shipping engaged in over-sea
commerce., 2
Attempts were made to secure a commercial treaty with England
that would reopen the West Indies to American ships, but all
efforts failed; consequently, it was necessary to secure
trading opportunities elsewhere. James A, Field in America

and The Mediterranean World reports there were three possible

areas. The first was to bypass the established European
markets on the north, seeking markets in Russia and the small
commercial states along the Baltic. The second was to skirt
Europe's southern flank, entering the Mediterranean and
trading with all the small states enroute to Turkey. The
final prospect was in the Orient, but of the three the
Mediterranean trade was the most appealing‘.3 However, to
open those markets the Barbary Pirates had to be dealt with.
The easiest method of harnessing the pirates appeared
to be by obtaining a guarantee of protection from one of the
stronger European powers. This means of protection was
considered early, and in the plan of a treaty with France,
which was discussed in September 1776, one article provided
that the King should protect America's commerce from the

- Barbary Pirates. The American Commissioners to France were
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unable to gain the desired degree of protection, but in ac-
cordance with Article VIII of the Treaty of Amity and
Commerce of February 6, 1?78,4 the King agreeded that he
would,

. « . employ his good Offices and Interposition with
the . . . Barbary States, . . . in order to provide
as fully and efficaciously as possible for the Benefit,

Conveniency and Safety of the Said United States . . .
against all Violence, Insult, Attacks, or Depredations.

In August 1778, the United States tested French sin-
cerity by requesting their assistance in moving some ships
through the Mediterranean to Italy. The Frénch replied that
it would be impossible to make the American Flag respected
by the corsairs, but if the Americans wanted to form treaties
with the Barbary States, they would assist.6 Congress real-
ized that the aid France was willing to give would not afford
adequate protection; therefore, additional assistance was
needed.

The United States then turned to the Netherlands for
support. A letter from W. Lee, Commissioner of'the United
States to the courts of Vienna and Berlin, read in Congress
of Februéry 22, 1779, proposed that a treaty of commerce be
entered into between the United States and the Netherlands,
and that the treaty should contain an article which would
guarantee the protection of American shipping from the
Barbary powers.7 The treaty which was finally negotiated
at the Hague by John Adams on October 8, 1782, contained
~an article which stated,

If at any time, the United States of America, shall



15
judge necessary, to commence negotiations . . . with
the Barbary States, . . . Their High-Mightenessess
promise, that, upon the Requisition, which the United
States of America shall make of it, they will second
such negotiations, in the most favourable manner, by
means of Their Consuls, residing near the said King,
Emperor, and Regencies.S8

This agreement with the Netherlands provided little if any
assistance; therefore, a third attempt to obtain European
aid occurred in June 1783. The American Commissioners,
negotiating the peace treaty with Great Britain, asked to
have a provision included that would provide British aid to
repel any attack by the Barbary powers against the United
States. The British Cabinet refused to approve such a
guarantee9 seeking to damage American trade, and to punish
the former colonies for rebelling against British rule.
While Great Britain did agree to a peace treaty, they refused
to enter into a commercial treaty with the United States
until Jay's Treaty of 1794.

Due to inexperience in dipiomacy and the pressing
problems of initiating a new government, the United States
was extremely slow in establishing relations in the’
Mediterranean. Since all efforts weré directed at soliciting
European support, no attempt was made prior t§ 1784 to ne-
gotiate directly with the Barbary States. Finally, however,
on May 12, 1784, Congress authorized a commission to con-
clude treaties of peace and amity with the Barbary Powers.10

Benjamin Franklin, John Adams and Thomas Jefferson

were appointed to carry out the negotiations. Due to

failing health, Franklin returned to America shortly after
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the appointment, leaving Adams and Jefferson to conduct the
negotiations. On March 11, 1785 Congress, realizing it
would be more expedient to make treaties in the respective
Barbary States, further authorized the Ministers to appoint
agents to go to each state and negotiate treaties of peace |
and amity. A sum of eighty thousand dollars was appropri-
ated for the purpose of financing Barbary Treaties.

Before beginning talks with the Barbary States, the
Ministers realized that they needed to establish an order
bf priority for the negotiations. Algiers was the most
powerful of the states,ll but Spain, which was at war with
the Dey of ‘Algiers, maintained a naval blockade in the
Straits of Gibaltar. This forced the Algerine Pirates to
stay in the Mediterranean which, in effect, protected
America's commerce with Europe. Tunis and Tripoli, which
were very weak, maintained their fleets close to home.
Morocco, with its western boundar& on the Atlantic, was the
only state able to damage American commerce in the Atlantic.
Under Sidi Muhammand, Morocco was gaining in politicél
stability and international prestige, and had almost given
up sea raiding.12 To show his good will Sidi Muhammand
had attempted several times to establish relations with the
United States, but the new nation was slow to respond:
therefore, to get America's attention, a corsair of Morocco
captured the American brig "Betsey" in October 1784, To
demonstrate his friendship, the Emperor did not enslave.the

crew, and released it, and the vessel six months later.
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With these facts in mind the Ministers agreed that Morocco
must be contacted first, then Algiers and finally Tunis and
Tripoli.

On October 5, 1785, the Ministers appointed Thomas
Barclay to conclude a treaty with Morocco. Even though
inexperienced in diplomacy, Barclay had the foresight to
stop in Madrid to learn the latest intelligence on Morocco,
and to seek Spanish aid in his negotiations. Spain was
extremely cooperative in providing assistance and Barclay's
mission was a complete success, terminating with a treaty
signed June 28, 1786.13

The United States opened negotiations with Algiers
but not before a treaty was concluded between that country
and Spain, resulting in the withdrawl of the Spanish squadron
blockading the Straits of Gibraltar. Immediately Algiers
sent out her corsairs and captured two American ships--the
"Maria" on July 25, 1785 off Cape St. Vincent, and the
"Dauphin” on July 30, 1785 about fifty leagues west of
Lisbon.14 Both ships were taken to Algiers where the twenty-
one crew members were relegated to slavery.

The?capture of the two ships increased the need for
immediate negotiations with Algiers; therefore, Adams and
Jefferson appointed John Lamb as their agent. Lamb was a
merchant who had been engaged in Barbary trade; consequently,
he knew the country. But apparently that was his only

qualification for the job. Richard O'Brien, one of the

captives in Algiers, reported that Lamb was not informed of
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the methods generally used in redeeming captives, that he
was despised by all the Consuls in Algiers, and that he
threatened Madrid with the seizure of Spanish territory in
America if he did not receive Spanish assistance in negoti-
ating with Algiers.15 Furthermore Lamb spoke only English
and he did not have the foresight to employ a reliable in-
te*preter before leaving Europe.l6 Neither Adams nor
Jefferson had confidence in Lamb's ability, but felt obli-
gated to appoint him as an agent since Congress apparently
had sent him to Europe for that purpose.

While Lamb was in Algiers and Barclay in Morocco,
the Tripolitan Ambassador in London met with John Adams and
demanded thirty thousand guineas for peace with Tripeoli, and
a like sum for Tunis.17 Surprised by such a demand, Adams
requésted-Jefferson to confer with him in London on the
Tripolitan ultimatum. They decided to reject the terms
since the price was too high and a peace with Tripoli would
be useless until a treaty was concluded with Algiers.

As it happened, Lamb's mission to Algiers was a com-
plete failure, but he cannot be blamed entirely.for its
lack of success. His instructions were completély inadequate,
Because Jefferson and Adams had not received any instructions
from Congress concerning the redemption of the captives held
by Algiers, they were reluctant to initiate anf action.
While Jefferson, out of pity for the sailors in captivity,
elected to secure their release, but not knowing how Congress

"would react to ransoming captives, decided to keep the price
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low., He instructed Lamb to ransom the prisoners if he could
do so without paying more than two hundred dollars per man,
and with a provision that each prisoner agreeded to repay
the amount if Congress should require it.18

When Lamb arrived in Algiers the Dey refused to dis-
cuss a peace treaty, but he did consider ransom for the
prisoners. Lamb's instructions allowed him to pay up to
$4,200.00 for the twenty-one captives, but the Dey demanded

$59,496.00.1°

Lamb departed Algiers without a treaty and
without redeeming the prisoners in captivity.

Even though the amount Lamb was authorized to offer
for the captives was completely inadequate, Jefferson main-
tained that the ransom paid had to be low in order to dis-
courage the pirates from seeking American captives. He was
convienced that if America initially paid a large ransom,
the pirates.ﬁould refuse to make peace and would seek out
other American ships, while demanding a higher price with
each new capture: consequently, his plan was to offer a
ransom so low that the pirates would not find it profitable
to seize .American ships.

Jefferson's position concerning ransom never varied.
In 1790, as Secretary of State, he and President Washington
discussed the situation and agreed that the ransom should be
kept low to avoid establishing a ". . . precedent thch
would always operate and be wvery burthensome if yielded to:
and become a much stronger inducement to captivate our

" people than they now have. . . .“20 Jefferson reinforced
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this view in a letter of June 1, 1792, appointing John Paul
Jones to be Consul to Algiers. Jefferson told Jones that
the captives would have been ransomed long before had it
not been for the desire to keep the price low. He wrote,
"The mere money for this particular redemption neither has
been, nor is an object with anybody here. . . ."21

While refusing to pay the ransom demanded by Algiers,
Jefferson did not ignore the prisoners. Instead he secretly
asked the assistance of the Order of the Holy Trinity and
Redemption of Captives, a Roman Catholic organization popu-
larly known as the Mathurins. The Mathurins agreed to help
by attempting to ransom the prisoners, but before they could
do anything, the French Revolution broke out and all
religious institutions, including the Mathurins, were ab-
ruptly liquidated.

Excep£ for Jefferson's effort through the Mathurins,
no attempt was made to negotiate with Algiers from 1786,
when Lamb departed North Africa, to June 1792 when John Paul
Jones was appointed to negotiate for peace and the ransom
of the prisoners. Jones died before receiving his commis-
sion and Thomas Barclay was named in his place.. Unfor-
tunately, as Barclay was completing preparations for his
mission, he also took sick and died. When this became known
to thg administration, Colonel David Humphreys,'then U.S.
Minister to Lisbon, was appointed to secure the peace.
Humphreys received his commission and instructions in

-September 1793, and began making preparation to depart for
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Algiers.

The United States tolerated this long delay in nego-
tiations primarily because, as long as the American treaty
with Morocco remained in effect, the only danger posed to
American shipping was inside the Mediterranean. Tunis and
Tripoli had a small, weak fleet that remained close to home
and Portugal, at war with Algiers, maintained a naval block-
ade in the Straits of Gibraltar preventing Algiers from
sending cruisers into the Atlantic; therefore, American
merchants had access to any European or African port except
those bordering the Mediterranean. The only real problem
was the American sailors who were being held captive in
Algiers. By 1792 they had been in slavery for seven years,
and President Washington felt it was time they were released.

However, other problems developed as Great Britain,
watched the rapid growth in the carrying trade of her former
colony. The first problem resulted when Great Britain
authorized Charles Logie, the British Consul-General and
Agent at Algiers to treat with Algiers and conclude a treaty
on behalf of Portugal.22 Logie concluded the truce for
Portugal on September 12, 1793, Luiz Pinto de Sousa,
Minister and Secretary of State'for Foreign Affairs of
Portugal, claimed Portugal was not aware that England was
negotiating a peace between his country and Algiers. He
reported that even though the truce was not unwelcome it
was not completely agreeable, because Portugal lacked time

to give notice to her friends who could be damaged by Algiers.
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However, de Sousa did acknowledge that about six months
earlier, Portugal had conferred with England and Spain con-
cerning a peace treaty with Algiers, aﬁd had expressed a
desire to end that war; however, no action was expected
until Portugal appointed a minister to negotiate.23

Most Americans, especially David Humphreys, United
States Minister to Lisbon, and Edward Church, United States
Consul to Lisbon, were convienced that the British concluded
the treaty solely to restrict American trade. On October
12, 1793 Church, reporting to the Secretary of State, wrote,
"« « « The conduct of the British in this business leaves
no room to doubt, or mistake their object, which was evi-
dently aimed at us. . . .“24 Self-interest frequently breeds
shortsightedness and in this case the Americans were so con-
cerned with their own problems they failed to fully compre-
hend the British position. While the damage to American
trade was probably fully appreciated by the British merchant,
the primary purpose for the British intervention had a much
deeper reason. Britain was becoming increasingly concerned
with the success of the French Revolutionary Armies and
wanted to maintain as many friends as possible. Portugal
and Algiers were both British allies but to serve the
English purpose they had to end this war; therefore, Britain
intervened to conclude the truce.

This unexpected turn of events opened the Straits for
Algiers and in October and November 1793, she captured

eleven American vessels and made slaves of the 105 American



23
seamen on board.26 Humphreys had attempted to avoid these
captures by sending out letters of warning to all Americans
engaged in shipping, and by securing conveys to protect
United States vessels in European ports, but his efforts
proved generally pnavailing. Insurance rates on American
shipping immediately leaped from ten to thirty percent27
and American ships in England had to return home in ballast
because the English would not risk their property in American
bottoms.28 The only nation that offered any assistance to
the United States during those difficult months was Portugal,
who conveyed American ships to safety, even though it was
prohibited by the truce and was opposed by the Spanish and
British Ministers.29 |

Distressed with the large number of ships captured,
Humphreys stepped up his efforts to conclude a truce with
Algiers. In November 1793, he requested an interview with
the Dey to discuss the terms of a.peace treaty, but received
a curt refusal because of the excitement generated by the
capture of the large. number of American ships. The
Portugese truce had unleashed his corsairs into the Atlantic
for the first time in many years and the De§ intended to
take full advantage of the situation.

Even though the truce had been concluded by Consul
Logie, terms had not been agreed upon. Therefore, in
November 1793, Portugal asked Algie;s to state the provi-

sions upon which the Dey would be prepared to sign a full

peace treaty. The financial demands were so huge, report-
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edly over two miliion Spanish dollars,30 that Portugal dis-
missed all thoughts of an Algerian peace, and sent their
blockading squadron back to the Straits. This enraged the
Dey of Algiers who, already angry with Logie for forming a
truce without Portugal's consent, and threatened to declare
war on Great Britain. Anger at the English greatly influ-
enced the Dey and probably had some bearing on his agreeing
to negotiate again with an American agent.

While England's bungling of the treaty between
Algiers and Portugal had some influence in convincing the
Dey to conclude a treaty with the United States, the largest
influence was the development of the United States Navy.

As early as January 1791, members of Congress began to
‘realize that a navy would be required to obtain a solution
in the Mediterranean. On January 6, the Senate Committee
on Mediterranean trade reported ". . . that the trade of
the United States to the Mediterrénean, cannot be protected
but by a naval force; and that it will be proper to resort
to the same as soon as the state of the public finances

will admit."31

Due to a lack of funds, nothing was done to
establish a navy until January 20, 1794, when a committee
from the House of Representatives reported on tﬁe naval
force necessary to protect American commerce from Algerine
Corsairs. The Committee reported that four ships of forty-
four guns and two ships'of twenty-four guns would be ade-

quate and could be financed by an increase in certain taxes

and duties.32
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The debates in the House of Representatives con-
cerning the formation of an American Navy raised some inter-
esting points. Representative Samuel Smith from Maryland,
arguing on behalf of the navy, estimated that the extra
insurance paid because of the pirates was approximately two
million dollars 5 year.33 However, James Madison objected
to fitting out a navy because he felt the United States
could probably buy peace cheaper, that theée was more danger
of war with Britain if the United States had a navy, and
that the number of ships would be too small and would have
to sail too great a distance for a decisive advantage.34
Congressman Abraham Clark of New Jersey thought it would be
less expensive and more effective to hire the Portuguese to
cruise against the Algerines than to build a navy.35
William B. Giles of Virginia supported Congressman Clark in
maintaining that a naval force would foster a tendency to
war.36 In spite of the oppositioﬁ, Congress passed an act
‘on'March 27, 1794 providing “. . . that the President of
the United States be authorized to provide, by purchase or
otherwise, equip and employ four ships'to.carry forty-four
guns each and two ships to carry thirty-six gquns each."37
The oppoéition to the navy did succeed in limiting the act
by a section which provided ", . . that if a peace shall
take place between the United States and the Regency of
Algiers, . . . no farther proceeding éﬁou1§7 be had under

38

this act."”

At last there was some protection for American
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commerce, and when news of this naval construction reached
Africa, the Dey was more agreeable to negotiations, there-
fore, Humphreys dispatched Joseph Donaldson, Junior to
Algiers. Donaldson was not sent in any official capacity,
but merely as a messenger to deliver letters to the Consul
of France. He was to confer with the French Consul to see
if it was feasible to conclude a treaty. Only if conditions
appeared favorable was he to enter into negotiations with
the Dey. When Donaldson found the Dey cooperative he im-
mediately entered into negotiations and concluded a treaty
on September 5, 1795,3°

However, even this agreement for a peace treaty
with Algiers was not the end of American problems in the
Mediterranean. Donaldson had promised a cash payment of
$642,500.00 plus an annual tribute of $21,600.00 in naval
stores.40 Now Humphreys' had to find the funds to make the
initial payment. War in Europe haa made money scarce and
when a long delay occurred in making the payment, Joel
Barlow, who had been sent by Humphreys to assist in the
negotiations, was forced to promise the Dey an additional
gift of a thirty-six gun ship. This added present was
enough to calm the Dey and convience him to wait for pay-
ment rather than to declare war against the United States.

Eventually the money was collected. The Dey was so
pleased by the payment that he promised not only to assist
in obtaining a treaty with Tunis and Tripoli, but also tb

loan the money to conclude those treaties. When the frigate
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which was part of the payméht arrived the Dey was so pleased
with its performance that he even contracted for two more.

However, the Amer;can navy was not as successful as
the Dey in getting ships constructed. The Act of 1794 had
provided that naval construction would halt when peace was
concluded with Algiers. But the advocates of a naval force
argued that an armed squadron was needed to deal with the
remaining Barbary States. A few far-sighted politicians
saw trouble with France, and stressed the‘need for a naval
force in case of a French war. Also, President Washington
called attention to the loss and disadvantage that would
result from abandoning the work already well advanced.41
After heated debate in Congress a coﬁpromise was finally
reached that called for completion of three of the six
frigates.

The treaty with Morocco and Algiers cleared two of
the major hurdles in opening the Mediterranean to American
merchants. All that remained was to negotiate with Tunis
and Tripoli, and that was expected to be an'easy task, es-
pecially since the Dey of Algiers had promised to assist
in acquiring these agreements. Richard O'Brien, formerly
a prisoner in Algiers, was dispatched to conclude treaties
with both countries, but on his arrival at Tunis, the Bey
demanded three times his original price; therefore, nego-
tiations were delayed. 1In contrast, at Tripoli, where a
new Pasha was assuming power, negotiations went more

smoothly. O'Brien and the Pasha agreed on the terms of a
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treaty on November 4, 1796,'and the terms were approved and
guaranteed by the Dey of Algiers on January 3, 1797. The
treaty cost the United States fifty-six thousand dollars.42
Tunis finally agreed to a treaty on August 28, 1797 at an
estimated expense of one hundred and seven thousand dollars.43

The terms of the treaties with Algiers and Tunis were
much more liberal than the one with Tripoli, and the young
Pasha, Yusuf, soon realized that he had not made as good a
bargain as his fellow pirates. Tripoli was the weakest of
the Barbary States, but Yusuf, being ambitious and extremely
militant, had plans to change that fact. He had already
killed one brother and had another exiled so that he could
assume power on his father's death. Now he set out fo in-
crease his cduntry's strength and before long he rivaled the
Dey of Algiers. By August 1797, Joel Barlow was reporting
that Tripoli's marine was almost equal to Algiers', and that
it would not be strange if the Pasha should soon openly

oppose the Dey.44

On November 4, 1797 Joseph Ingraham,
United States Charge d' Affaires in Tripoli, observed that
Tripoli was becoming exceedingly belligerent, "“They pay
little or no regard to any nation except the English,
French and Spaniards and Americans, and its fear that in-
duces them to pay any respect to them. How long they may
be friends with the Americans after their presents is

delivered, I cannot pretend to say. . ."45

Watching
the growing, unprotected American commerce in the

Mediterranean, Yusuf waited for an excuse to break the
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treaty with the United Statés, since he felt that treaties
were to be observed only as long as convenience dictated.
He was also unhappy because the United States treated him
as a subordinate to Algiers. He was the ruler of his country
and was not answerable to anyone. He is reported to have
said, ". . . that he was under no restraint or fear of the
Dey of Algiers, and only respected him as a nabouring
Prince."

By 1798, the United States realized that the actions
of the Dey in helping to maintain a peace with Tunis and
Tripoli were only aggrevating the smaller countries; there-
fore, the Consuls to Tunis and Tripoli were instructed by
the Secretary of State not to solicit the influence of the
Dey of Algiers but to deal directly with the ruler of their
respective country. This new approach appeared to ease the
tensions in Tripoli and the Pasha relaxed his demands.
Therefore, by the spring of 1798, it appeared that the
United States had succeeded in assuring peaceful relations
with all of the Barbary States but this tranquility was to
be short lived.

However, as a result of the calm, Americaﬁ trade in
the Mediterranean expanded rapidly and in the spring of 1799

28 All of

alone, eighty American ships entered that sea.
the Barbary States watched this commerce with greedy eyes
since it was not protected by one round of shot. To com-
pound the problem, the United States was far behind with

her payments to Algiers, Tunis and Tripoli. On April 10,1801,
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the Bey of Tunis complained that he had waited four years
for his treaty stipulations, and on April 13, 1801, Richard
O'Brien Consul at Algiers, expressed surprise at not having
had any communication from the Department of State for ten
months. Then in May 1801 O'Brien warned that war with
Algiers was imminent if the United States did not fulfill
the treaty stipulations. He wrote to the Secretary of State,
"At Algiers we are two and a half years in arrears in the
Annuities we are threatened with war if The Stores does not
arrive Shortly. . . ."47 The Secretary of State was repeat-
edly warned that the United States must bribe the corsairs
to keep the peace, by quickly delivering promised stores,
or else frighten them into behaving by a show of naval force.
Unfortunately, the government did neither, primarily because
of the Quasi-War with France, the movement of the Govern-
mental seat from Philadelphia to the new city of Washington,
and the political conditions in the United States. John
Adams, as President was having major disagreements with
Timothy Pickering, his Secretary of State and when Pickering
refused to resign, Adams dismissed him on May 12, 1800.

The frequent quarrels between the two men, during the months
preceding Pickering's dismissal, caused many important
matters of state to be delayed.48

At this time the United States could ill afford to
disregard diplomacy in the Mediterranean. Treaties had been

concluded with all of the Barbary States and payment had to

be made, or the pirates would declare the treaties null and
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void and begin captufing American ships. America's only
hope was for a period of stability, but January 1801, saw
a treaty concluded between Tripoli and Sweden; therefore,
it stood to reason that the Pasha would follow the Barbary
policy by declaring war against someone that he was pres-
ently at peace with. In February 1801, the Pasha, after
complaining that Tunis and Algiers were treated more liber-
ally by the United States than Tripoli, declared the American
treaty void and demanded, as an alternative to war, a new
treaty without reference to Algiers, for which he was to be
paid two hundred and fifty thousand dollars and an annual
tribute of twenty thousand dollars. These were the same
terms that he had accepted in the treaty just concluded
with Sweden.

The Pasha demanded that James Cathcart, the American
Consul in Tripoli, agree to his terms and was so intent on
declaring war on the United States that he would not permit
Cathcart time to communicate with the President. Cathcart
tried to delay the declaration of war by offering $30,000,00
and presents if the Pasha would wait ten months for a reply
from the President. This offer was refused and on May 14,
1801, the Pasha had the American flag-staff cut down as his
declaration of war.49

By this time the United States had a small but effec-
tive squadron afloat and was proud of the successes it had

50

gained in the just ended quasi-war with France. As early

as April 1801, the Administration, in anticipation of
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trouble, had determined to send a squadron of observation
to the Mediterranean, Four vessels, under the command of
Commondore Richard Dale, were readied and set sail from
Hampton Roads on June 1, 1801.

| Dale's orders from Samuel Smith, the acting Secretary
of the Navy were very explicit. He was instructed to "show"
himself in the ports of each of the Barbary States and to
declare his intentions as friendly, if war had not been de-
clared.s1 Dale was given detailed instructions on how to
respond if war had been declared by any one, or all of the
Barbary States. He was told,

« « « should you find on your arrival at Gibraltar
that all the Barbary Powers have declared War against
the United States, you will then distribute your force
in such manner, as your judgment shall direct, so as
best to protect our commerce and chastise their inso-
lence--by sinking, burning or destroying their ships
and Vessels wherever you shall find them.52

The remaining instructions detailed the squadron's actions
if any one of the powers had declared war alone, In the
case of Tripoli, the instructions were very restrictive in
that they directed the squadron to proceed to and blockade
the port at Tripoli preventing any vessels from going in
or coming out, but did not give the squadron authority to
seize the pirate ships at any other location.

When Dale reached Gibraltar in July 1801, he dis-

covered how restrictive the orders were. On his arrival,
he was informed that Tripoli had declared war on the United

States and that two Tripolitan Corsairs were in the port.

‘The squadron was not authorized to interfere with the two
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Corsairs since they were not in port at Tripoli, but Dale
knew that if he allowed them freedom of movement they would
begin capturing American merchant ships; therefore, violating
instructions, he ordered one of the ships of his squadron to
lay off the port of Gibraltar, watch the motions of the
Tripolian vessels and to take them if they attempted to

53 With this action Commondore Dale initi-

leave the port.
ated the war with Tripoli which did not end until 1805,

| For twenty-five years the United States attempted
to negotiate with the Barbary States, and in the end learned
that the only effective argument against the pirates was an
armed squadron. It is understandable how in the early
years, when the United States was concerned with independ-
ence and the formation of a new government, that a correct
course for dealing with the pirates was not laid out. When
the correct course was devised, the politicians and the
people were slow to follow, primafily because it required
the formation of a navy and the possibility of war. They
preferred a course which seemed easiest and cheapest at thé
moment, as evidenced by the first attempts at solving the
Mediterranean dilemma. The easiest and cheapest method was
to convince one or more of the European countries to guar-
antee the protection of American merchants, but when proper
protection could not be obtained from France, the Netherlands
or Great Britain, an attempt was made to negotiate directly
for a peace, resulting in the missions of Barclay, Lamb;

Humphreys, Donaldson and others. The treaties negotiated
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by the above named individuals were short lived; therefore,
it was necessary to resort to armed force to make the

American flag respected in the Mediterranean.
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THE UNITED STATES AND THE BARBARY STATES
1785 - 1801

The purpose of this report is to examine America's
diplomatic attempts to resolve the problem of piracy in
the Mediterranean immediately following the Revolutionary
War. Prior to the Revolution, American commerce had been
protected by Great Britain, but after 1776 the new nation
was forced to proceed without the aid of the Mother
Country.

When peace between England and America was restored,
four possible alternatives existed concerning Mediterranean
trade. America could continue the suspension of shipping
into areas dominated by the pirates, obtain protection from
another country, pay tribute to the pirates for protection
or form a navy strong enough to protect American commerce
by war, or threat of war.

It was not feasible to continue the suspension, as
the markets were too lucrative and an alternate market had
to be found to replace the West Indies, which had been
closed to American shipping as a result of the war.

The second alternative was to seek an agreement with
one of the European powers that would guarantee protection
for American commerce. That attempt failed when France,
the Netherlands and England refused to offer the required

. assistance. Therefore, a new approach was attempted. The



Continental Congress authorized the Minister to France,
Thomas Jefferson and the Minister to Great Britain, John
Adams, to appoint agents to negotiate directly with the
four Barbary States. The agent appointed to treat with
Morocco concluded a highly favorable treaty, but the agent
sent to Algiers was completely unsuccessful. Not only was
he unable to conclude a treaty, but he was also unsuccess-
ful in obtaining the release of the twenty-one American
captives who had been captured by the Algerine Pirates

in July 178S5.

America made no direct attempts to negotiate with
the Barbary States between 1785 and 1793 when David Humphreys,
Minister to Lisbon, reopened negotiations. An expen-
sive treaty was finally concluded with Algiers on September
5, 1795, with Tripoli on November 4, 1796, and with Tunis
on August 28, 1797. Howeqer, since the terms of the
treaties with Algiers and Tunis were much more liberal than
the one with Tripoli, the Pasha became jealous and demanded
that his treaty be renegotiated. On May 14, 1801, after
the American agents refused to reconsider the treaty, the
Pasha declared war on the United States.

By tﬁis time the United States had a small but ef-
fective squadron afloat which arrived in the Mediterranean
in July 1801, On discovering that war had been declared.
by Tripoli, the Commander of the American Squadron immedi-
ately initiated action to defend the flag of the United
States.

The declaration of war by Tripoli ended twenty-



five years of unsuccessful negotiations by the United
States and emphasized that the only effective instrument
of negotiation with the Barbary Pirates was an armed

squadron.



