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the 21st of June lase,

The Secretary of State, to whom were

P petatenavetams
e pRl‘.S!l)EN' "S‘e‘j 2 =]
MESSAGE 1) CONGRESS. -
To thy House of Iiegrbg'eju}aticu of ]
the United States. 7]
I transmit to the House of Repre-
$entatives a report of the Sueretary
of State, contaiuing the informati-
on requested by their resolutions of

JAMES MADISON.,

—

referred soveral resolutions of the
House of Representutives of the 21t
it requesting information on certain

oints relating to the French decree
of the 26th of April, 1811, has the
honour to make to the president the

following
REPORT :

In farnishing the information re-
quired ty the House of Representa-
tives, the szcretary of state presufies
thit it night be ceemed suflicient
for him to state what is now demand-
ed, what part thereof has becn here-
tofore communicated, and to sup-
ply the deficiency.  He considers it
however, moare conformable to the
views of the house, to meet at this
time, without regarding what bhas
Luen already communicated every
Ligairy, and to give a distinct an-
cwer to tachy with tue prop.r €X-
i anation rzlating to it y

‘I'he house of representatives has
% .(;uest-:d information, when, .b.\'
wiaom aad in what manner, the itrst
intelligence was given to this go-
< ernment of the decree of the
covernment  of Prance bearing
date the 2sth April, 1311, and
purporting to be a detinitive repeal
of the decrces of Berlin and Milan,
swhether: Mr. Russell, fate chargs
d'ifairs of tlie United Statesto the
covernment of France, ever admit-
ted or denicd to his government the
cerre@ness ef the declaration of the
Duke cf Bassano, to Mr. Barlow, as
atated in”Me. Barlow’s lutter of the
12th of May, 1812, to the S=creta-
ry of Siate. that the said decree
had been communicated to his, M'r?
Barlos's predecesscr thery, and o
Jav betore the house any correspon-
dence with Mr. Russell eu that sub-
ject, which it may not be improper
t5 cominunicate, and alse, any cor-
pespondence between Mr. l%nrlm-'.
and Mr. Russell in posscssion ot
the department of state ; whiether
cte minister of France to the U. S.
ever informed thrs government ol
e cxistence of the said decree,
ami to iay before the house any cov-
respondence with the sail mimster
relative thereto not improper to be
communicated 3 with any other -
formation in tie possesaion of the
exccutive, which he may not deem
it injurious to the puabiic tnterest to
Jdisciuse relative to tie said deere,
tending to show at waat time, by
whoin and in what maaner, it Wis
first wade known tothais government
or to any of.its r:pres:g::vt‘:ves or
agents and lasc‘-y, to intorm th::.
house whether the government ot
the U.S. hath ever reccived from
(st of France any explanation of
the reasons of tnat decree being
coacealed from this government,
anl {ts minister, for so long a time
arter its date, and it such esplanati-
on has been asked by this govern-
ment, and has bcen om:tted to be
given by that of France, whether
this government has made any re-
monstrance or expressed any dissa-
tisfaction to the governmeut of
Trance at such concealment.

"These enquirics embrace two dis.
tinét objecis, The first relates to
the conduct of the goverament of
France, in regard to this decree.
I'he second, to that of the govern:
muent of the U. S. In satisfying the
cull of the house, on this latter
point, it seems to be proper to meet
Jin a wwo fold view  first, as it
retates to the conduct of this go-
vernm:nt in this transalion; se-
congly, as it reiates to its condudt

towards both belligerents in some
important circumsiances conntcled
with it. The resolutions do not call
specially for a report of suchextent,
Lut as the measur.s of the execu-
tive, and the acls of congress, foun.
ded on communications irom the eXx-
ceutive, which relate to cne of the
belligerents, have by necessary con-
srquences an immediate relation to
the other, such a report seems Lo
be obviously comprised withia their
scope.. On this principle the report
is prepared, in the expetlation that
the mure full the infbrmation given,
on evely branch of the subjed, the
more satisfactery it will be to the
house. : 4 i
‘I'he Secretary of State has the
honour to report in repiy to these
enquiries, that the firstintelli
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ligence
winich this gavernment reccived of
“the French decree of thie 28th April,
1811, was commpnicated by Mr.
Barlow in a letter betmng date on

1 ceived “by thid: depatiment
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the 12th May, 1812, which was ve.

) on the
“18th July following : that tlic first
intimation ta Mr. Barlow of the ex.
istence “6f that decree, as appears’
by his communications, was given
by the Duke of Bassano, in an in- 1
fornal ‘conference on some day be.
tween the 1st and 10th of May,
1812, 2ud that the oflicial commu-
nication of it to Mr. Barlow, was
made on the 10th of that mouth, at
his request; that Mr. Barlow trans-
mitted a copy of that decree, and
of the Duke of Bassano'’s letter an-
nouncing it, to Mr. Russell, in a
letter of May 1ith, in which he al-
so informed Mr. Russell, that the
Duke of Baezsano had stated that
the decres had been duly commani-
cated to him ; that Mr. Russell re-
plicd, in a letter to Mr. Burlow of
the 29th May, that his first know-
ledge of the decree was derived
from his letter, and that he has re-
peatedly stated the samie since to
this government. T'he paper matk-
ed A is a copyof an extract ot Mr,
Barlow's letter to the Departmont
of Srate, of May 12, 1812 B, ot
the Duke of Buassano'sletter to Mr.
Barlow, of the tUth of the satuc
month 3 G, of an extrad of M.
Burlow’s letter to Mr. Russedi o
May 11th; D), of an extract of Silg
Russcll's answer of the 29th ot Muy,
and F of Mr. Russell’s tetter to the
Department of Stace of the S0th.
I'he Szcretary of State reports
also that no communication of the
decree of the Suth April, 1811, wa
ever made to this governnient by
the minister of I'rance or other per-
son, than as is above and
that no explanation of the cause of
it3 not having been communicated
to this gavernmert and pubiished at
the time of 1ts date, was cver made
to this goveriinent, or s9 tariashiths
informed, to the rcprcsmtn(i\'cs or
agents of the United States in Eu-
rope.
I'he minister of France has Leen
asked to explzin the cause of a pro-
ceeding apparentiy so extraordinary
2nd exceptionable, who replied that
his first intelligence of that decrec
vas received by the Wasp, ina let-
ter from the Duke ot Bassano of
May 10th, 1612, in which he ex-
rressed his surprise, excited by Mr.
Barlow's communication, that a pri-
or letter of Muy, 1811, inwaich be
had transmizted a copy of the de-
cree for the information of this go-
verument  had not been receiv-
ed. LTurther «xplanations were ex-
pected from Mr. Barlow but none
wore given. The light in which
this transadlion was viewed Ly this
government  was nouiced by the
Prestdent in his message to congtess,
and communicated also to Mr. Bar-
low in a letter of tire 14th July,
18192, with a view to the requisite
evplanation from the Yrench  go-
vernment. On the 9tk of May,
1812, the Emperorleft Puris for the
north, and in two - days thereafter
the Duke of Bassano followed him.
A negotiation for the adjustment of
injuries, and the arrangement of
our commerce, with the governmeant
of Vrance, long depending, and said
to have been urouzht nearly to a
conclusion, at the time of Mr. Bar-
low’s death, was suspended by that
event. His successor lately appoint-
ed, is authorised to resume the ne-
gotiation, and to conclude it. He
is instruted to demand redress of
the French government for every
injuty, and an explanation of its mo-
tive tor withholding from this go-
vernment a knowledge of the decree
for so long a time after its adop-
tion. :

It appears by the documents re-
ferred to, that Mr. Barlow lost no
time, after having obtained a know-
ledge of the existence of the French
decree of the 28th April, 1811, in
demanding a copy of it, and trans-
mitting it to Mr. Russell,-who im.
mediately laid it before the British
government, urging, on the ground
of this new proof of the repeal of
the French decrees, that the British
orders in counci! should be repealed.
Mr. Russeli’s note to I.ord Castle-
reagh bearsdate on the 20th ot May,
Lord Castlereagh’areply on the 234,
in which he promised to submit the
deerce to the consideration of the

‘rince Regent. It appears, how-
ever, that no encouragement was
given at that time to hope that the
orders in council would be repealed
iR consequence of thut decree 3 and
that although it was afterwards
made” the ground of their repeal,
the repeal was nevertheless to be
ascribed to other causes. Their re-
peal did rot take effe@ until the 23d
of June, more than a month after
the I'rench decree had been laid be-
fore the British governmeat ; a de-
lay indicating; in itself, at a period
so momentous and critical, not

stated,
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merely negledly but disregard of the
Brench decree. . That she gepedl of
“the Briyish onless in council was
not prodnced by the French decreey |
other proofs might be adduced. I
will state one, which in“addition to
the evidence cortained in the tetters
from Mr. Russell, herewith-commu-
nicated marked G, is deemed con-
clusive. In the communication of
Mr. Baker to Mr. Graham on the
9th Aug. 1812, which was founded
on instructions from his government,
of as late date as the 1AL June, in
which he stated, that an official de-
claration” would be scat to this
country, proposing a conditional re-
peal ot the orders in council, so far
1s they affeéted the U. S. no notice
whatever was taken of the French
decree. One of the conditions then
contemplated was, that the orders
in counc:l should be revived at the
end of 8 rmonths, unless the con-
dudl of the I'rench government and
the result of the communications
with the government of the ULS:
shou'd be such as in the opinion of
the British government to render
thicir revival unnccessary ; 3 condi-
tion W hichprovcsimon;cstubly that
the French Jecree wasnot consider-
- by the Brivish government as
suficient ground on whi i to repeal
the orders in councils  Jtproves al-
so that on tae dayv the DBritish go-
versment had resolved not to repeal
the urders on the bas:s of that dc-
Lrec; Sintee tue prml:uscd vepeal was
to depond vt on what the Yrench
government tad alrzady doane, but on
Wit i 't doy and on arrange-
ments o Le ontered into with the
United L« s unconnefled with the
Freoch v e e "
The Sre.oo decree of the 28th
Aprity 1811, wis transmitted to the
1. S. by & o W.sp, d public vessel,
which had Seon i zawatingat the

perts of G. Brisa o wnd France, de-
spatches from on- isters relating
to these very 1o c..unt concerns

with botn governmeuts, It was re-
ceived ut the depariment of state
on the 15th July, 1812, nearly a
month after the declaration of war
against G. Britain, lntelligence of
the repeal of the orders in council
was not received until about the
middle of the fetlowing month. It
was impossible, therciore, that <i-
ther of adls, in whatever
light they might be viewed, should
bave beon taken into consideration,
or have had any influence in decid-
ing on th.t unportant event.

those

ilad the British government been
dispused torepeal its ordersin coun-
cii, m confermity to the principle
om which it professed to have issued
them, und on the condition whichit
had itscll presciibed, there was no
reason to deluy the repeal until
such a decree as that of the 28th
April, 1811, shouid be produced.
I'ine deciaration of the French go-
vernment of Augz. 5, 1810, had jul-
ly satisfied every claim of the British
government according to its own
principles on that point. By it the
decrees of Berlin and Milan were
declared to be repealed, the repeal
to take effect on the 1st November
foilowing, on which day it did take
¢ifel, The oniy condition attached
to it, was either that G. Britain
should follow the example, and re-
peal her orders in council, or that
the U. S. should carry into effeét a-
gainst her their non-importation acl.
This condition was in its nature
subsequent, not precedent, reserving
a right in France to revive her de-
crees in case neither alternative was
performed. By this declaration it
was put_completely in'the power of
G. Britain to terminate this con-
troversy in a manner the most hons
ourable to herself. - France had
yielded to her the ground on a con-
dition with which she had declared
her willingness to comply. Had she
complied, the non importation act
would not have been carried into
effe@, -nor could the Crench decrees
have been revived. - By refusing to
comply, she has made herself re-
sponsible for all that has since fol-
lowed. :

By the decrce of the 28th April,
1811, the decrees of Berlin & Milan
were said to be definitively repeal-
ed; and the execution of the non-
importation a&t against Great Bri-
tain was deciared to be one ground
of thatrepeal. The repeal announ-
ced by the declaration of the 5th
Aug. 1810, was absolute and final,
cxcept as to the condition subsequent
attached to it. Thislatter decree ac-
knowledges that that condition had
been performed, and disclaims the
right to rvceive it in conSequence
ot that performance and extending
back to the first of November con-
firms in ¢very circumstance the pre-
cedipg repeal, the latteract therefore
as to the repealyis nothing more than

’l’l massaw,
/ f

-to be understoodin Frauge.” Itis in
the saufc-sense that they -age’ to: be-
regarded by lother powers. %5
ﬁn repealing the ordersin cquncil
on the pretext of the Freuch decres
of the 26ch Aprit, 1811, the Britigh
governmeat has ctonceded that 1T
ought to have repealed them’ on the
declaration of the 5th of Augu‘Sl,
1810. Itis impossible to discrimin-
ate betweenthe two alls, or toscpar-
ate them from cach other, so as to
justify, on sound and counsistent prin-
ciples, the repeal of the orders in
coancil on the ground of one act
and the refusal to repeal them on
that of the other. ‘T'he second aét
makes the repeal definitive ; but .for
what reason? Because the non-im-
portation act had been put in force
against Great Britain, n compliance
with the condition subsequently at-
tached to the former repeal, and her
retusal to performat. ‘T'hat aél be-
ing still in force, and th.c: decree of
the 28th Apgil, 1811, being cxpress.
ly founded on it, Great Britain Te-
peals her orders in council on the ba-
sis of this latter decree.  The con-
clusion 18, therefore, ircesistable,
that by this repeal, under the circum-
stinces attending it, the British go-
vernment has acknowledged the jus-
tice of the ciaim of the U, Statesto
a repeal on the former occusipn.-——
By accepting the latter repeal, it Das
sandlioned tie preceding one it has
san@is.ed also the conduét of this
goverament in carrying into effect
the non-hmportation act against G.
Britain, founded on the prcucdlns re-
peals
Qther important consequences re-
sult from this repeal of the British
government. By fair and obvious
construction the acceptance of the
decree of the 28th April, 1811, as
the ground gf the repeal of the or-
Jers in council, ought to be constru-
ed to extend back tothe ist Novem-
ber 1810, the day on which thepre-
ceding repeal took effect Tlie Sc-
cretary ot State has full confidence
that if the question couid be submit-
ted to the judgment of an impartial
judicial tribunzl, such would be its
decision. He has equal confidence
that such will be the judgment pro-
nounced on it by the enlightened and
impartial world. If however these
two aéls could be separated troin
each other, so as that the latter
migiit be made the basis of the: re-
peal of the orders in council, dis-
tint from the former, 1t follows,
that bearing dute on the 28th April,
1811, the repeal cught tohave rela-
t:on to that date. Inthe legal con-
structicn, between nations as well
as individuals, alls are to be res-
pedted from the time they begin to
operate, and, where they impose 2
moral or potitical obligation on an-
other party,that obligationcommen-
ces with the commencement. cf the
Al .
But it has been urged that the
French decree was not promulzated
or made known to the British ge-
vernment, until a year after its
date. 7This objeclion has no force.
By accepting an a& bearing date a
year before it was promulgated, it
is admitted that in the interval no-
thing was vone repugnant to it. It
cannot be presumed that any govern-
ment would accept from another, as
the basis on which it was to fournd an
important measure an act of an-
terior and remote date, pledging it-
sclf to a certain course of conduct
which that government had in the
interval depatted from and violated.
If any sovernment had violated an
adl the 1njun&tions of which it was
bound to oYserve by an anterior one,
in relation to a third party, and
which it professed to have observed
before its acceptance by the other,
it could not be presumed that it
would cease to violate it after the
acceptance. ‘The conclusion is ir-
resistable, that if the other govern-
ment did accept such act with a
knowledge of its antecedent violati-
on, as the foundation of any mea-
sure on its cwn part, that such a¢t
must have been the ostensible only,
and not the real motive of such mea-
surc.
"The declaration of the Prince
Regent of <he R1st April, 1811, is
in full confirmation of these remarks.
ly this a@ of the British govern-
m ent, it is formally announced, on
the authority of a report of the Se-
cretary of Foreign Affairs to the
Conservative Senate of France, that
the French decrees were still in force
and that the orders in council should
not be repealed. It cannot fail to
excite considerable surprize that the
British government should immedi-
ately afterwards, that is, on the
‘-2_3d June, rcpeal its orders in coun-
cil, on the ground of the Frenchde-
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cree of the 28th April, 1811, By

- gite _‘ S R
a confirmation of the former. Jtis it
in this sénse that'those tWa ats are-

by no a& of the Ereuch gov

orits cr'uizt:r(,_ l}ad.ar}y vidatiog ",
the repeal announcedi by the g
ration of the French'gqvers

the Sth August, 1810, -bee
mitted, "or at lgast, that such vie)
tion had not had 'auﬂiciem"'weigtg :
prevent the tepeal of - the ‘opde o
council. Wt v 'l'l(
It was objected that the decl;n'
on of the French government o
5th of August, 1810 was poy N
an aét as. the British <governpg
ought to have Tégardeds The 5
cretary of State is thoroughly s
fied that this objection is altggery
anfounded. It was 'commun‘;’u
by the Fanperor through his Kiphe
official organ, the Secretary o%‘
reign affairs, to the minister P!!?
potentiary of the United Smuv
Paris. It is impossible to éoncéi‘
an a¢t more formal, authentic crgy
lizatory on the French goveramen|
than thatalluded to, Du:sonego,;;‘
ment ever askor expect from anothe
to secure the performance of anydyy
however import®™.t, more than i:s-:fy
ficial pl.cugc, fairly and fully expre.
sed ¢ Can better security be gr'“n
for its performance 2 Had there bc':g
any doubt on this subject, ths .
duct of G. Britain herself, in sz
lar cases, wauld have completelym.
moved it. The whole history of bee
diplomatic intercourse with othy
powers, on the subject of blockads,
1S In ‘accord with this proceediog of
the French government.  We ey
that when her government institty
a blockade, the Secretary of Forein|
ATairs announces it to the miniser
of other powers in London; iz
that the same form is observed whe
they are revoked. Nor was the .
thenticity of either act, thus an
neunced, ever questioned,

Had a similar declaration by
made by the minister of Franze iy
the United States to this governn
Ly the order of his own, woull
not have been entitled 1o
spe and been respefted! B
the usage of mnations such res
peét could not have been withheld
The arrangement made with Nz
Irskine is a full proof ot the gxd
fuith of this government andoti
impartiality, in its transattions witt
Loch the belligerents, It was mad
with that minister on the grounid
his public churacter andth
dence due to it; on which basis
non-intercourse was removed a3t
Eugland, and left in fell force
gainst France. The faiiure of wa
arrangement was imputable th
British government alone, who, @
rejefling it took on itself a high ¢
sponsibility, not simply in regad®
the consequences attending 1, b3
in disavowing and annulling the ad
of its minister, without: shew
that he had exceeded his aut
ty. Inaccupting the declaration &
the Prench minister of Fertig
AfTairs, in proof of the French:
peal, the U. States gave no pmf
improper credence to the govtr
ment of France. On a comp:ft
of both transadions, it will 3P
that if a marked confidence ardra
pe was shewn to either govt?
ment, it was to that of Grsat B
tain. In accepting the declarst
of the government of I'ranceid
presence of the Emperor, the U=
ted States stood on more ¥
ground, than in accepting tht ¢
British minister in this countn: |

To the demand made by the Us
ted States of the repeal of th
tish orders in council foundedot’
basis of the French repeal, ©
gust 35, 1810, the British g%
ment replied, by demanding i
of the orders issued by the Frex
government for carrying int? U
that repeal ; a demand withost &
ample in the intercouyrse bett
nations. By this demand it ce?
be a question whether the Frod
repeal was of sufficient extent
was founded on justifiable conc'™”
The pledge of the French g
ment was doubted; a scrutit &
to be instituted as to the man®
which it was to be discharged
its faith preserved, not by e 3
sequent conduct of its cruizer 4
wards the vessels of the _§l'1
but by a copy of the orders &7
its cruizers,  Where would thE®
If the French government 10:e??
a fraud, by its declaration of £75
annouriced to the ministef of '
States, and afterwards to U87
vernment, might it not Tikewise <
mit a fraud in any other cory
cation which it might make:

dic svas refused by the B:l‘}si;

vernment - to the act of ¢

+ Although it .was the’ policy.
. od might bi theg;ntcrc:t‘pf (h;g,{
+ crapent to engage the Us-
pited States in such 8 cgmrpvenyP
he French government it was ‘why

tish gov

wigh

: wporting with their in-
o Tghey considered
it their duty to accept the repealal.
de by the French.govecn-
s decrees, and 19 100k to
i nd tothat of its croizers
L the government, for.
¢he faithful perform.nce or viola_ti-
5 The U. S. having beenin-
oth powers, were um»fill-
ihg.in the'r exertion to obtain jus-

erest to do 1t.

ready mad
perly of it

unﬁionedv by

caof ite

jus ¢ 0 b
)
aent ot the other.

lets"mcl'med to it in the pr

stance, from the considgra

a complete accommodation,

tice of either to become the'instru-
‘I'hey were the | of
nt in-
,-that
the party mak'mg_ the pressure on
them maintaincd.m full force its un- | as
fawiul ediéts against the American
commerce, while it could not deny
that aconsiderable advance, at least,
had been made by theother towards
it being
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manifest to the world, not only that | of

the f2ith of the French government
s00d pledged for the repeal of itsde-
¢ that the repeal did take
¢fecl on the 1stof November, 1810,
inrezard to the U. S. that several
Anerican vessels takeén under them
t1d been delivered up, and judicial
dscisions 'suspcndcd on all, by its or-
&r, and that it also continued to
give the most positive assurances

crees, bu

the
dec
gﬂ\
cor
the
It
pes
lut
att
shic

that the repeal should be faithfully Wie

ohserved.

It has also been urged that the
French repeal was conditional, and

cu!
gai
th:

farthat reason could not beaccepted. | na
This objection has already beeg~ful- | re

Iy answered.
hawever,

It merits attentidn, | cil
that the adls of the Bri. | sh

tish governmeit relating to thissub- | tic
iott, particuiariy the declaration of | an

the 215t April, 1812, and therepeal mi

of the 25d June of the same year, Br
are equelly and in likemanner cerdi- | op

tienal,

1% is not a little surprising, | A

that the British government should | tr

Aprily 1811,

peal of its decrces.

with France.

atreaty of peace, between thiym

decree of the 28th April, 1811,

tourse of events.

.

ore the period alluded to.

ﬁe&
1Ite of
BN with vigour. :

0 ba

\

have obje@t:d to a measure in ago- | o0
covernment, to which it ha% ed
setf given a san@lion by its own ale® | wi
I: s peoper. however, to remark, | bu
that this objection has been complete-
lvwaved and given up by the ac-| cu
ceptance of the decree of the 28th | pe

But it also has beert admitted to be | 1t
unfounded by the acceptance of the} p!

b

f

v

C

C

1
The discussion of other wrongs, | 8
Particelarly that relating to impress- | T
frent, had been closed sometime be- | ¢
i It was | ¢
Phworthy of the charadter of the |t
-nited States to pursue the discus- | s
l'qn on that difference, when it was | ¢
}fd:ntthat noadvantage could be de- | i
J\ed from it. The right was reserv- | f
s to be brought forward and urged | |
P23, when it might be done with |1
+ .In the mnean time the prac- |
impressment was persevered |

i
At the time when war was declar- | :
aZanst G. Britain, no satisfaélo- | :
7arrangement was offered or likely |
* obtained, respe@ing impress- |-
r;ﬂh and nothing was more remote

™ the expectation of this govern-
-;nt, dup the repeal of-the orders.
hi:}?l;:‘ul. ~Every cireumstance
e u:f, occ.urrcd tending to illus.
vt ‘policy and views of the
“185 government rendered such

‘Ilie British zovernment has urg-|] at
ed also, that it could not confide in | du
the faithful performanceby the I'rench | se
government of any engagewent 1t | te
might enter into relative to the re- | in
This objetion | fr
would be equally applicable to any al
other compact to be entered into | fr
While maintained, it | s¢
would be a bar to any treaty. cnc tl

The Secretary of State presumes |
thit these fafls and explanations, | ir
supported as they are by authentic | o
documents, prove, first, that the | sj
rgpcal of the British orders in coun- | tl
cil was not to be ascribed to the | v
French decree bearing date on the | e
23th April, 1811 ; and secondly, that | g
Inmaking that decree- the basis of
'ne:r repeal, the British government | o
f1as conceded that it ought to have | s
:pealed.them on the ground of the | ©
declaration of the French govern-| a
gaent of the 5th Avgust, 1810,s0as | T
0 take effe(l on the first November | ¢
following, To what cause the re-| s
peal of the British orders in council | f;
7as justly attributable, cannot now | s
femain a doubt with any, who have | ¥
Marked with a just discernment the
It must afford
sreat consolation to the good people

f these states, to know t they
Ve not submitted to prikigiogs in




