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REMARKS OF MR. ADAMS,

| Or Massacnuserrs,

 In the TTouse of Representatives, March 2, 1837—
Mr. Peyron, of Tennessee, having catled upon |
Mr. Ananms to mnke a statement in relation te a
report of the minority of the bank investigating
comrmittee in 1832

Mr. ADADNIS said, that after the course which he
had deemed it his duty to take throughout the
whole of this investigation, that is, of taking no pari
in it whatever, he had hoped to be spared the ne-
cessity of saying one word to the House in rplatlgn
to it, or having any connection with it, or with the
individual whose very name ke had no disposition
to pronounce.  But as the gentleman f rom Tennes-
see, (Mr. Peyton,) after reading @ passage from
the report of the minority of the commitiee ap-
pointed to investigate the condition of the Bank of
the United Siates i April, 1832, to which report
his (&r. Adams’s) name was subseribed, had
thought praper specially to calluponhim to confirm
the :-;inrmnuﬁl which he had read, he felt it was no
Jouzer proper for him 1o remain silent; but in what
he was abeut to say to the committee, he should
contine himself strictly within the call of the gentle-
man rom Tennessee, with the exception of a very
{viwv cetharks upon what had fallen from the mem-
ter from Maryland, who had also been a member
of the bank investigating committee of 1832, (Mr.
‘Fhomas.)

‘Tnere were three reports made from that com-
mitice to the Honse of Representatives, with a con-
~iderable mass of documents appended to each : the
report of a bare majority, which had the assent of
the gentleman from Maryland ; 3 report written by
the chairman of the committee, Judge Ciayton, of
Georgia, who afterwards, in a manner highly hono-|
rable to himself, and with a magnanimity as gene-
rous as it was rare, publicly retracted, in this hall,
every word of it that was disparaging to the cha-{f
racter of the president of the bank; the report of | n
the ininorily, from which the gentleman from Ten- | tt
nessec has read the extract which he now calledon g
Mr. Adams to avouch ; and a separate report made  d
by Nir. Adnms.himéelt!,-'and signed by one other|V
utember of the committee. The report from which | A
the extract had been read was wrillen, not by Mr. | E
Adams, but by a member then among the most | r
cniinent men in the House, and since that time| re
Governor of the State of South Carolina, (Mr. | iy
McDuflie.) It had also been subscribed by Mr. |V
Adams, who, in his own report, had given his own | I¢
views in relation to the transactions referred to in{n
the extract just read. That extract, he repeated, | «
was not written by him, but he had subscribed his<| ¢
nime to the report in which it was contained ; and| i
as he stood in presence of God and of the House, | g
he now believed every word of the extract to be|n
true, as he did believe when he signed the report. | ¢

‘With regard to the explanations and revisions of | th
opinions of the gentleman from' Maryland, with} m
whick he had favored the committee, Mr. Adams fte
waould not have thought himself called upon tofw
uotice them, but that they had an appearance, he }zl,
could not believe intentional, of reviving and coun- | lo;
tenancing dark suspicions of dishonor against a T}
man as honorable as any one that breathed upon |ag
carth ; a man basely slandered and persecuted, ans | bo
whom he numbered among the dearest of his|ay
friends: he meant the president ot the Bank of the|d;
United States. )

The resolution read by the gentleman from Ten- ] sy
nessee, “* that the charges brought against the pre- | or
sident of the bank, of lending money to Thomas| ey
Diddle and Co. without interest, and of discounting | of
notes for that house, and for Charles Biddle, with-{ 3
out the sanction of the directors, are without foun- | p;
dation; and that there does not exist any grounds|ax
for charging the president with having shown, or{p;
manifested any disposition to show, any partiality | al
to those individuals, in their transactions with the § tt
banic,” is stated in the report to have been unani- | hi
mously adopted by the committee. Tt was so un-|re
derstood at the timme. But now, lhe gentleman | fi:
scems not to know whether he voted for it or not. |2
Fle says that if the yeas and nays had been taken, p!
he ~hould probably have voted for it then; but, after | be
time for reconsidgration and re-examination of the{ de
vvidence, he has had occasion to alter his opinion. | (h
Fle withdraws now, at the end of five years, what-§ a;
+ver credit his ascent to that resolution may have| ¢,
riven to the nunanimous acquittal by the committee | T
>f the president of the bank from a charge mali-| of
iously and infamously false. He is not yet quite | th:
villing to assume the burden of defending the[ih
reneral character of the delator. He knows very | ro
ittle abount him, and has been but once in his|ea
10use; but he thinks his charges against the presi-{an
lent of the bank were true, or, at least, not willfully | rec
alse; because, notwithstanding they were flatly | sy

ontradicted and denied by every individual witness | an
o whom lic appealed for confirmation of his state-| th;
nents, they were yct confinned by the entries on|si;
he books of the banl; and because Mr. Philander| sy
stevens, then a mcember of Congress, did, evenlre
while' the committee were nt Philadelphia, obtain | ¢
a1 loan by order of the president, and without 2 si
vute of the directors. ‘The transaction with Mr.| C
Stevens was not within the commission of the in-|th
vestigating cormmitied, and was salisfactorily ex-| th
plained and accounted fir at the time. But the|p
charge affecting the integrity of the president of the | m
bank was, that, by s direction, Thomas Biddle | ne
and Co. brokers, and his relations, were habitually { be
allowed to take large smns of money out of thejeg
bank, giving merely their notes for the amount, o1 } to
depositing mere slips of paper, or pledges ol de
stock, in the teller’s drawer, all withont the know- | sy
ledge of the directors, and acithout payment of| bg
¢nterest, while they had the use of the moneys. [in
This was no ocea~ional irregularity, or inci-
dental and 1nadvertent loeseness of practice in|of
the hurry and multiplicity of business; it was a|de
direct charge of gross malversation in office against{ do
he president of the banlk, and as such it was first | of
brought forward in the committee. To substantiate | ar
this, a dirty old paper, containing a minute of twolst
sums of money, thus alleged ta have been taken! E
from the teller’s draw, on the 25th of May, foriy-{ w
five thousand, and on the 26th of May, twenty-four|
thousand dollars, was produced, and sworn to be|n
minutes taken at the time; and it was sworn that | ¢
when this practice was thus detected, Mr. Whitnev | p
ordered these sumsshould be entered upon the books, | I
which was accordingly done; that he immediately | [y
went into the president's room; there expostulatedf
with him ugninsl this practice; that the president| 4
colored up very much, and promised that it should|h
not happen again. The eriminality of this charge
had it been irue, consisted in the allowance to the |t
brokers to take out moncy and use it without pay-{ \
ment of interest; and the pretended interview and | i
expostulation with the president, and his blushes{o
upon detectien, were (0o prove a conscionsness in|n
him of dichcuesty and breach of trust. Now, all{ g,
this was not only positively and most solemply de«j¢;
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nied by the president of the bank himsclf, but every
individoal te whom Whitney appealed to sustain
his allegation of facts; as flady denied them—the
teller, the discount clerk, the cashier then of the
banl:, cvery one of them, denied every part of such
a transaction as havingoccurred within their know-
ledge. When every individual named as havinglla
acted in the transaction, had thus explicitly denied | U
his statements, heresorted forconfirmation of hisnar-| D
rative to his own testimony as he had told the storv]
to others shortly after the dates of his minutes. He|P
had told it to a Mr. Wilson HFunt; and Mr. Hunt| ¢l
was examined by the committee.  Mr. Hunt stated | &
that Whitney had spoken of certain loans which he | ®
«3id had been made to Thomas Biddle and Co.! ¢
without the knowledge of the directors, and had J
<hown him a memorandum which he had taken of | A
~uch loans; but he denied unhesitatingly, and with |
a strong expression of surprise, that he had ever
314 him they were without interest, and said he|h
was very sure if he had told him so, it was impossi- |l
hle he shonld have forgotten it. h

\Mr. AxTHONY interrupted Mr. Adams by rais-| &
ing a question of order, and objecting that these
statements were not relevant to the subject under
consideration.  The chairman (Mr. Picrce of New | P
tiampshire,) said, the debate had taken so wide al.
rance already, that he did not feel himself autho-|3!
rized to call Mr. Adams to order, but thought he

might proceed, urnless the committee should direct :
otherwise.  Mr. Adams said he had very reluc- n

rantly rizen at the sudden and unnexpecled eall of
the mentleman {rom Tennescees (Mr. Peyton.) Hel [
had added a few iemarks, which he thought
called for by thoxe of the gentleman (rom Mary-|
land, (%\II." Thqm:u:,) but nothing could be farther| S
from his intention than to proceed a hairls breadth | <
beyond the rules of order; nor would he NOIT pro- al
ceed without oxpress authority =0 tq do from the
chairman of {ruin the commitien. Some debate]
then arose; the chamnan referred the question to| 1
the committec, and two successive divisions, be 2
tellers, took place; on both of which a majority of -
the voteérs were for authorizing Mr. Adama te pro-
ceed, the want of a guerum on the first division
having rendered the seeand necessary.  The chair-
man then dirccicd Mr. Adamsto proceed. e was
twice or three umes anlerrupied or replied to by 1
Afr. Thomas. The following is the substance offf
svhat he said, thauch passibly some af the preceding, |y
and some of the tollewing ohrervations may belg
iransferred from the order in which they werelp
spoken.) I




=] Upon Mr. Tronas's last replication Mr. ADans
said: |

— . Chairman: The gentleman from Maryland
1 :I::;ious to have the Ingsct word, and he shall have
it. He bore an honorable testimony to the unsul-
lied integrity of the president of the bank by assent-
— | ine to the resolution read by the gentleman from
on { Tepnessee, and now he does not know whether he
' & | yoted for it or not. He has bad new lights, by a
DY ! re-examination of the evidence; and, aboeve all, he
believes Whitney’s story, because his minute of
he | the two sums taken from the teller’s draw on the
he | 25th and 26th May, 1824, is confirmed by the en-
rt | tries on the books of the bank. Now, sir, there are
- [ two ways of accounting for the conformity of Mr.
n{ Whitney’s minutes and the books of the bank: one,
¢ | that the entries and the books were conformed to
n|the minntes; and the other, that the minutes were
- | made conformable to the entries on the books. The
n | gentleman from Maryland chooses to believe the
1- | first of these alternatives, and thence derives ~all
f | his confildence in Whitney’s testimony. I believe
rt| (said Mr. A.) that the minutes were made (rom the
d | entries on the books, to which Whitney, as a direc-
m | tor, always had access. Whitney swore at first
0 | that the entries on the books of those sums taken
it {out of the teller’s draw on the 25th andj26th of
d | May, were made by his order. 'The clerk
-] who made the entries swore mnot only that
y [they were made without his order, but that if he
- | had assumed to give such an order, it would not
T | have been- obeyed; no single director having any
. Jright to give such an order. Whitney then, with
the permission  of the committee, revised his testi-
- { mony, to correct what he called discrepancies, and
-1said his impression was .that he directed the two
e { loans to be put upon the books, or, that he was in-
I'{ formed that they had been placed there, and that he
/

{

confirmed their having done so. Confirmed their hav-
ing done so! What was there fo confirm? His
charge was that there had been no entry on the
books till he had ordered they should be made. The
gentleman from Maryland relies upon the con-
~{ firmation of the entries on the books. There is
{ | not one title of evidence on the books to show that
-{there ever was such a transaction, as Whitney’s
b | going with Andrews and Wilson to the teller’s
€ldraw, and to the discount clerk’s desk, nor that

€

T Whitney’s memorandum - was made at that time.
h| Andrews, Wilson, Patterson, the first teller, and
. | Burtes, the discount clerk, denied positively all
! | recollection of any such transaction having occur-
¢ ) red, 2nd these are the four persons with whom, and
- 1in whose presence, he had sworn that it took place.
- | With regard to the non-payment of interest upon the
| loans to Thomas, Biddle and Co. of which Whilt-
1| ney swore Wilson had told him; Wilson denied
, | with indignation that he had ever told him of, or
S| known any such thing. Was there any cenfirma-
¢ | tion of this charge on the facc of the books? Nol
1| a particle. The face of the books, and all the wit-
® | nessgs, proved directly the reverse—and in this
consisted the gravamen of the charge. It was not
flthe mere hasty, incamious practice of loaning
! ymoney upon deposites of stocks for three or four,
S|ten or fifleen days, charged as cash, and repaid
' § with interest to a day and hour; it was the embez-
'{zlement of the funds of the bank by unlicensed
|loans, to favorites and kinsmen, withox? inferest.
That was ‘the charge to which Whitney swore
against the president of the. bank, and which the
| books of the bank, and every witness to whom he
-] appealed for confirmation of histestimony, contra-
'} dicted and disproved.,

There was not a shadow of evidence that any |’
such a transaction as his going to the tellet’s draw,
or the discount clerl’s desk, with the cashiers,
ever occurred. They all denied any recollection
of such an incident; but the remainder of his sto-
cy,of an immediate private interview with the
president, his remonstrance against the continu-
ance of the practice, and the president’s blushing
promise that it should cease—of the falsehood of
all this there was other conclusive proof besides
the positive denial upon oath of the president
himself. The dates upon the memorandum cor-ﬂ
responding with the entries on the hooks of the banl,
fix this transaction, if it happened at all, upon the
27th of May, 1824. Now it turned out that the
president of the bank, on that day, and for a week
before, and several days afler, was not at Phila-
Celphia, but at Washington ; so that the loans and
the deposite of stocks were made in his absence, |
and altogether without his knowledge—General
Cadwalader then acting as president of the bank.
‘The dates of the memorandum had fixed the time
| of the discovery and expostulation so unalterably,
" { that if it did not happen then there was no pretence

'{ that it could have "happened atall. ‘The wholeq
foundation of fact upon which this fabulous fabri-
cation was erected, appears to be, that on the 25th-
nd 26th of May, 1824, Thomas Biddle and Co.
received upon interest from the bank considerable
sums of money, on the security of deposited stock,
and perhaps at other times upon their notes. That
| these loans were not for definite terms of thirty,
| sixty, or ninety days, bat for an indefinite and

{small number of days, after which the cash was
'{ Teplaced, &Nd Me tnerest palad fur all wtho time they

' had had the use of the money. One of the occa-
| slons of this practice was, that Thomas Biddle sad
Co. as brokers, were agents of the banlk itself for i
the purchase of bills of exchange, sometimes to|
the amount of millions in a few days. As they
parchased the bills in the market, they neceded the
money to pay for them ; and in the process of such
negotiations the money for payment may be wanted
before the equivalent can be delivered. In such
cases, moneys to a very large amouant might appear
to be borrowed by the brokers, when their real
debt to the bank weuld be little or nothing; and
such was the amount of ol the charges against the
bank which formed the subject of inquiry to the
| Imvestigating commitiee of 1832,

' Especially was every charge against the integrity
of the presidentof the bank, at that time, signally
| defeated and confounded, notwithstanding the can-
| dor of the gentleman fror Maryland-—that candor
'Y of which he now makes such’ liberal profession,
and of which that committeec had abundant demon-
stration thronghout the whole course of their labors.
Even a majority of that committee, hostile as they
were to the Bank of the United States, did, in the
resolution read now by the gentleman from Ten-
nessee, bear their unequivocal testimony to the in-
tegrity of the president of the bank, upon the very
point with regard to which it has been impeached.
The gentleman from Maryland accepted that reso-
lation as a substitute for one of non~committal, |
which he himself had offered; and now he with-
draws that aceeptance, and does not know whether
he votes for the resolution or not.

. [tis not, Mr. Chairman, for the purpose of in-
¢{terposing in the good offices of the gentleman {rom
~| Maryland, in behalf of the individual whose cha-
d | racter and conduct have recently occupied so much
'S
n

= = b 1t T = L M S

1 L] Ty ™M -

e

e

=2

v Tl L Tl ]

s L T T

|

o= g =

——

L=V P AR -

of the time of this House, that I have said thus
much. Of them I have no disposition to discourse,
[ or to open my lips. I rose merely to answer to the
“lcall of the gentleman from Tennessee, and to vin-
/  dicate the untainted honor of my friend, which I
[am not disposed in silence to hear assailed in this

place, cither by opecn assault or by insidious insin-
uation.
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