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PR EVFACE

DURING the recefs of Parliament, when
Mr. Burke has no authority to interfere in
his fenatorial chara@er, in the concerns of
any public body in the kingdom; he has
addreffed a letter to the Chairman of the
Eaft India Company, to the following effect

¢ That he has heard, and t* % the report
*¢ js generally credited, that Mr. Shore is
“in nomination, or actually appointed, to the
* office of Governor General of Bengal.—
¢ That
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*¢ That, having begn apppinted by the Houfe
« of Commons, a Member of the Com—
“ mittee, to impeach one of their late Go-
¢ vernors General, he thinks it his duty
*“ to inform the Chairman, that in the ex-
‘¢ ercife of the fun&ions impofed on that
‘ Committec by the Houfe, they had
“ found Mr. Shore to be materially con-
“cerned as a principal aflor and party in
“ certain of the offences charged upon Mr.
“ Haflings; namely, in the mal-adminif-
*¢ tration of the Revenue Board; of which,
-¢¢ under Mr. Haftings, he was for fome con-
« fiderable time the acting Chief.

* That he thinks it incumbent upon him
s alfo to inform the Chairman, that fome
*“ of the matters charged as mifdemeanors,
“ in which _ "’Qppmrx that Mr. Shore was
* concerned, are actually in evidence before
« the Lords. |

6 s That



( i )

*s That other fadks of a very ftrong hatuie,
*¢ which the Managers for the Commons
% bave opened as offences, are upon the Com-
“ pany’s records; copies of which are in
¢ the poffeflion of the Managers, and, that
* they go ferioufly to affe@@ Mr. Share's ad-
“ minifiration, as aiting Chief of the Revenue
“ Board.

¢« That, the Committce of Managers can-
*“ not confiftently with their duty, in making
¢ good the charge confided to them by the
*“ Houfe of Commons, avoid a proceeding
*¢ on thofe matters, or taking fuch fteps, both
** for {upporting the evidence already before
*¢ the Peers, as well as putting the other, and
*¢ notlefs important matters,into fucha courfe
¢ of proceeding, as the ends of juftice and
« the public policy may require. That the
*¢ Managers have not in any inftance deviated
« from their duty.

az “ That,
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¢ That, in this fituation, it is for the
« Court of Dire@ors to confider the con-
s fequences, which poffibly may follow, from
« fending out in offices of the higheft rank,
“ and of the higheft poflible power, per/fons
“ awhofe condult appearing on their own records,
“ g5, at the firft view of it, very reprebenfible 3
“ and againfl whom fuck criminal matter, on
“ fuch grounds, ina manner [o folemn, and by
““ men alling under fuch an authorsty as that
“of the Houfe of Commons, is partly at iffuc,
““and the reft opened and offered before the
“ bighejt Tribunal in the nation.’

Mr. Burke, in the firft paragraph of his
letter appears to be ignorant of what every

man knew, who looked into a newfpaper,
a month ago.

On the 18th of September the intended
appointment of Sir John Shore was announced.
On the 25th he was unanimoufly appointed.

On
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On the 2d of O&ober his Majefty’ was.
picafed to create him a Baronet of Great
Britain ; fo that he came under that defcrip-
tion of perfons, whom, to ufe Mr. Burke’s
words, ‘¢ The King delighteth to honour”
and we thould have imagined, that fo loyal
a fubje@ as Mr. Burke, would have delighted
to know the King’s pleafure. On the 3d
of October Sir John Shore kiffed hands on
his creation, and on his appointment; and
dined on that day with the Court of Direc-
tors, and the King’s Minifters. On the 11th
of O&ober he was at the Queen’s Drawing-
Room. On the 12th he left London. On
the 14th, the day Mr. Burke’s letter is dated,
he was at Bath, and quitted it, to proceed to
to Falmouth, on the 17th.

But, Mr. Burke is fo much in the woods,
that he heard not one fingle word of thefe
feveral circumftances, though he does fay,
that the account is generally credited, of his
being in nomination, or afually appointed.



(vi)

If‘he believed the laft feport, he very well
knew, that, whether the firfl idea of Sir Johin
Shore’s appointment origiﬂatcd in Leaden-
hall-ftreet, in Mr. Duhdas’s apartments;
at Somerfet Houfe, or at Mr. Pitt’s feat at
Holwood it could enly be made with the
full; complete, and entire approbation of the
King and bis Minifiers.  The public muft.
Juok to Mr. Pitt and Mr. Dundas for the
propriety of Sir John Shore’s appointment.
M. Burke’s letter is therefore a dire@ attack
upon thofe minifters ; whom he has ventured
20 threaten with the future vengeance of
Parliament; for pieferring a2 man whofe con-
dut be; and be alone, has reprefented as, 3t
the firft view of it, very reprebenfible.

We arc confident that fo ftrong an in-
ftance of prefumption, in an individual, is
not to be met with. Mr, Burke has no
right at this moment to ufc the name or
authority of the Houfe of Commons, fo:'

any
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any purpofe whatever; ftill lefs, for that of

intimidation. Either his letter was intended

to ftop Sir Joha Shore’s appointment, to

annul it, if it had taken place—or it was an

uameaning rhapfody. But, Mr. Burke does

not know that the Houfe will re-appoint

him a Manager. It is even poffible, that

the Houfe may fay, ¢ We will not be the

‘¢ tools and inftruments of corrupt, revenge-

*“ful, or falious men, of any party

“ or defcription. Above £60,000 has, by

*¢ this time, been expended in a difgraceful

« perfecution of an indivual. We voted to

“« continue the impeachment of Mr. Haftings,

“not. from any knowledge we had of the

* charges preferred againft him, for we

*« never looked into a fingle allegation ; but,
¢ becaufe we thought a diffolution did not
¢ of neceflity abate an impeachment ; and,

* becaufe we had fo much confidence in #4e

* fenfe and juflice of the lafp Houfe, as to
% beljeve that they did not place an implicit
* credit
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v credit in the affertions of any man; but that
s they had fober and rational grounds for be-
« lieving that Mr. Burke fpoke truth, when
¢ he told them, that Sir John Shore was ¢
“ creature of Mr. Haftings; that, kingdoms
« which Mr. Haftings found flourithing, he
“ left defolate; that a whole people happy at
s his acceflion, he made miferable for
« thirteen years; and that the public re-
« wenues which were produétive on his ar-
* rival, declined rapidly under his adminf-
“ tration. But, to our affonibment, the
* King’s Minifters have promoted to the
« high officc of Governor of Bengal, the
« yvery man whom Mr. Burke has called ¢be
“ creature of Mr. Haftings; and whom Mr.
*« Burke fo ftrongly cenfured in Weftminfter-
«“ Hall. We find that this gentleman, fo
« fele@ed, has folemnly depofed before the
“ Peers, that Bengal had greatly improved in
¢ population and agriculture during the go
* vemment of Mr. Haftings; that under

him
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¢« him property was better proteéted, and the
 natives happicr, than under their own So-
‘“ vereigns, and that of Mr. Haftings the
** Natives bad a very favourable opinion.
¢« Have the King’s Minifters felected @ man
“ for fo high an office, who is capable of
““laying perjury on bis foul to ferve Mr.
“ Hajtings? and if not, it 5ir John Shore is to
““ be believed upon bis oath, we difgrace our-
 felves, and our Conftituents, by fuffering
““ fuch execrable falfchoods to continue to
‘¢ ftain the journals of the laft Parliament.
“« Nor is this all : the King’s India Minifter
““ has annually prefented accounts of the
“ ftate of Bengal to this Houfe. We have
¢ ourfelves feen by thofe accounts the pro-
« greflive improvement of the revenues of
¢ Bengal during his government, and fince
*¢ his departure; and they prove, {uppofing
*¢ the accounts to be corredt, that Sir John
¢t Shore has {worn the truth. Whatever
** motives the'King’s India Minifters may

b ¢ have
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« have for alting fo inconfiflently, we
«« ought to be actuated by a love of juftice
« alonc. As Reprefentatives of the peo=
« ple, it would be difgraceful to us, to
s yote away their moncy annually, and to
*« opprefs, in a manner unexampled in any
* age or nztion, a meritorious individual,
¢t becaufe infamy muft reft fomewhere,
¢ if any part of this profecution has been
*¢ wantonly, malicioufly, or carcleflly un-
*¢ dertaken. But the infamy will fall upon
“ our heads, if after fuch clear and decifive
« proofs, that Bengal was #ot in the fituation
¢ defcribed by Mr. Burke, we fill permit
¢ him to fay, in the name of the Commons
¢ of Great Britain, that the country has
“ been defolated, its inhabitants plundered

« and deftroyed, and its revenues diminifhed
** by Mr. Haftings,”

We think it much more natural for the
Houle to declare thefe manly fentiments, be-
caufe
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caufe they are the fentiments wniverfally
prevalent amongfl their  conflituents, thamn
to find them ready to fecond Mr. Burke’s
attack of Sir John Shore, or to vote alter-
nately with Mr. Dundas, that white is black,

and black is wkite.

But can Mr. Burke in this inftznce depend
upon Mr. Pitt? and was it an article in that
curious treaty *, which fo completely rcutra-
lized and dulcified Mr. Burke, that for two
years he has ccaled to abufe Mr. Pitt in the
grofs terms which he formerly applied to
him: was it, we afk, an article of the treaty,
that the national purfe, the national honour,
the hono'ur of the King, ax)d even of Mr.
Pite himfelf, thould be ceded for ever to Mr.
Burke? Though Mr. Pitt may have liften-

* We ftate this fa&t of the treaty, on the authority of
a pamphlet which is in every body’s hands. We have
no doubt of the truth of it, becaufe Mr. Burke declared
in the Houfc, that Mr. Pitt had newtralized and dulcified
him by his condu® on rbe impeachment of Mr. Haftingss

b2 ed
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ed with calm tranquillity, or with fecret fatif-
faction to Mr. Burke, while he fpent his
rage upon his old connections, or upon Mr.
Haftings, yet he will hardly be pleafed with
fo very dire& an attack upon himfelf.

It was a duty impofed by the law upon Mr.
Pitt and Mr. Dundas, to examine with the
clofeft attention every tranfaction of Sir
John Shore’s public life, before they acquie/ced
in his appointment. We are confident that
in this inftance they performed their duty;
and we believe that zbey, and not the Direc-
tors, were induced to faficit Sir John Shore
to accept the office, becaufe he appeared to
them to have a@ed with the ftriGteft in-
tegrity and honour, and for the national
interefts, in all thofe tranfactions, which,
Mr. Burke prefumes to fay, appeared, on
the firlt view, wvery reprebenfible.

- We are indeed well aware that Mr. Burke
has brought Mr. Pitt and Mr. Dundas into
an
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an unfortunate dilemma. Sir John Shore’s
appointment docs throwe fome little difgrace
upon that tmpeactment for which thofe Mi-
nifters vated ; but, in juftice to all parties, we

will flate bow far they were concerned.

The whole of that immehfc mafs of mat-
ter, which was called ¢ Revenues,” was
opened by Mr. Francis, in 1 Committee of
the whole Houfe, on the 1gth of April 1787.
The charge, in fubftance, was, that between
1772, and 1785, Ms. Haftings had violated
private property, had oppreffed moft griev-
oufly perfons of all ages, ranks, and de-
fcriptions, had annihilated the nobility and
cox.mtry gentlemen of a great empire, and
had materially injured the public revenucs,
by his various and oppreffive modes of col-
leting them.

Mr. Pitt moft cloquently and ftrenuoufly
oppofed every allegation in the charge. He
declared
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declared that Mr. Francis’s defcription of
Bengal was utterly unfounded, that country
being in a mott fourifbing and profperous flate,
and that his ftatement of a declining revenue
was difproved, by the evidence of figures.

Mr. Fox, with much vehemence, {u pported
Mr. Francis, and exprefled his concern that
Mr. Pitt, who bad lately becn in the habit of
agreeing with them, thould differ upon this,
the moft important of all their charges *. He
was fupported warmly by Mr. Burke.

Upon the divifion, Mr. Pitt, Mr. Gren-
ville, Mr. Dundas, and Lord Mulgrave, the

® Mr. Fox undoubtedly was right, that this was the
moft important of all the articles. It was fo ftated by Mr,
Burke originally, who declared, that if Mr. Haitings bad
improved the face of a country, had made a numerous
people happy, had extended commerce, and encreafed
population, and the Public income; 4¢ never would have
conceived the idea of entering into a mimute feruting of
the conduct of fuch aman. If this were not mere
werbiage, what can Mr. Burke fay, after having heard

the evidence of Sir John Shore ?
four
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four India Minifters, with their Secretary,
Mr. Roufe, the Speaker of the Houfe of Com-
mons, and the Law Ofhcers of the Crown,
were in a minority. Fifty-five voted with
M. Pitt, feventy-one with Mr. Francis, who
confequently carried his quettion by a ma-
jority of fifteen.

To thofe who do not know what was the
routine of bufinels, in the laf Parliament, it
may be neceffary to explain bow fuch a cir-
cumftance occurred.

It was the cuftom of the Treafury to fend
notes ¢o their friends, to requeft attendance,
when the Minifter was anxious to fucceed in
a queftion, and the Oppofition had fome
altive partizan who took the fame means #o
colleét their forces.  Mr. Francis being a man
of fome confequence, on their fide, the party
were fummoned, and they came in a_body to
bis fupport.

3 Whether
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Whether Mr. Pitt from delicacy did not
iflue his Treafury notes, as it was a judicial
queftion, or whether he was determined that
his influence fhould never be exercifed for
Mr. Haflings, though he took ample pains,
on many occafions, to exercife it againft bim,
the fa&t is, that from a thin attendance of
Mr. Pitt’s friends, he was left in a mi-
nority.

But there were otber flages in the courfe of
this article when Mr. Pitt might have thrown
it out, had he pleafed ; for it was not pre-
{ented to the Houfe in its prefent form, until
the 10th of May, and the Tuefday fol-
lowing was appointed for taking it into con-
fideration; At this time, Mr. Dundas had
opened his firft India Budget, and, to a man
of reafon, it was perfectly clear, that unlefs
Mr. Dundas smpofed faife accounts upon the
Houfe, the Revenue Article was a grofs libel
on the Government of Bengal. .
A
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A Member, who believed Mr. Dundas
told_truth, and that the article was filled
with falfe affertions, took the liberty to fpeak
to Mr. Pitt on the roth of May, upon this
{abjec, and alfo to Mr. Roufe. He remind-
cd Mr. Pitt, that he hal voted againft the
Revenuc article iz #ofo.  He pointed out how
glaringly it falfified all Mr. Dundas’s affer-
tions, and all his accounts, and he afked
Mr. Pitt if he did not intead to oppoft iton
the Tuefday, and to endeavour to throw it
out altogether.  Mr. Pitt told that Member,
in reply, that he fhould give no further op-
pofition to the article, but he did not con-
defcend to explain Jis reafons for being filent ;
fo that, in point of fa?, Mr. Pitt aftually
voted in dire@ contradition to fentiments
forcibly and eloquently delivered by him.
felf : any oppofition by an unconncéted
Member to an article which Mr. Pitt and Mr.
Fox fupported would have been idle in the
extreme,

c But
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But if Mr. Pitt had given notice, that he
would oppofc the revenue article on i#s third
reading, and if then he had pointed out how
materially it cut up all that Mr. Dundas
had faid, we arc confident that the article
would have been totally rejecteds We re-
member to have feen Mr. Pitt a little ruffled
on being left in a minority, on a queftion
relative to the African Carrying Trade ; he
told the Houfe that he would oppofe the claufe
which had been carried againft him, o7 the
Report; and zhen, an irrefiftible phalanx
crowded down, which infured his fuccefs.

As the matter now ftands, we aflow that
the laft Parliament agreed with Mr. Francis,
that Bengal was srretrievably ruined, and with
Mr. Dundas, that it was the mofi flourtfbing
country in India.

But this Hoeufe is not at all refponfible
for the abfurdity or the injuflice of the lalt 5
’ what
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what has this Houfe ever heard about
Bengal, except from Mr. Dundas? and
bis communications have been moft flattering,
indeed, to Mr. Haflings ; and to Sir John
Shore, who acted under him.

Of the revenuc article voted by the laft
Parliament, this Houfe inows nothing, for the
beft of all poifible reafons ; becaufe it would

not condefcend to inquire.

This Houfe voted two Refolutions . The
firft, that the Impeachment of Mr. Haftings
was depending 5 o, in other words, that an
impeachmcm exifting at a diffolution, was
not abated by that diflolution,

The fecond Refolution was, that this
Houfe would procced no further in the
Impeachment beyond thofe articles on which
the Managers bad already chofed their evi
dence, excepting only to Contraéls, Penfions,

# The firft on the 1gth of December 1790, the
fecond onthe 14th of February 1791.

C 2 and
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apd Allowances ; and thofe were finithed
in fix days, in Weftminfter Hall.

Beyond this, the prefent Houfe has not
gone. The articles voted by the laft Houfe
may have been very well, or very ill found-
ed; very true, or very falfe.—They might
have been confidered with great care and
attenticn, or by far the greater number may
‘not to this moment have been read by the
Members who vated for them——This Houfe
ncither knew, nor cared, about them—They
lent the authority of thesr name to all that
‘the Managcrs bad dome in the laft Parliament,
of which they could know nothing, and they
tied up Mr. Burke from proceeding éc):and cer-
tain [pecifitd points in future.

We conclude it was an article of the
treaty with Mr. Pitt, which the latter in-
fifted upon, that Mr. Burke thould not go on
eternally, becanfe he Jamented in the Houfe #,

* The 14th of February 1791.
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that he was compelled to yield to the criini-
nal impatience of the times, and to give up
all the remaining articles, the Contracts ex-
cepted,

Mr. Burke, therefore, cannot ftir one ftep
without the authority of the Houfé—No con-
fequences hoftile to the Diretors, or to the
King's Minifters, can follow from Sir John
Shore’s appointment ; unlefs he can perfuade
the Houfe to refeind their laft refolution.
The Houfe may undoubtedly prefer new
articles, even while Mr. Haftings is upon
his defence—The Houfe may prolong the
trial gs long as it lives, and its fucceffors
may alfo continue it until a hundred more of
the Judges make a journcy to the other
world—There is nothing fubflantially unjuft,
that the Houfe may not do according to the
firi@ forms of Parliamentary Impeach.
ments ; but Mr. Burke has no right to p}e;
fumeo that the Houfe wi/ fuffer him to move
an inch beyond ¢ Reply, upon the matter

now
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now- at iffuc. If therc is common fenfc in
his letter, he muft move to impeach Mr.
Pitt and Mr. Dundas, for reducing to cvz-
zempt the impeachment of Mr. Haftings,
by nominating to the office of Governor
seneral, a man who has been 2 principal
aitor and party in the mal-adminiftration of
‘the revenues; but we confidently affirm,
that he has not a fhadow of foundation, on
which to reft a charge againft the King’s
Minifters, or the Court of Direétors. The
King’s Minifters never would allow that the
revenues had been ill adminiftered.

Mr. Burke writes to the Chairman,
« The Managers for the Commons have
« opencd faéts of @ very firong mature, which
« go ferioufly to affe® Mr. Shore’s admi-
¢ piftration, and they gffered evidence upon
*¢ ther to the Lords.” |

It is true, that Mr. Burke did open fuch
fa&s, as he calls them; but, in the firft
placs,
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place, he adted without authority in opening
them—and fecondly, the fads, or by far the
greater number of them, were not trus—and
thirdly, Sir John Shore cannot be refponfi-
ble for fuch fa&s as were true, in any
poflible point of view. He certainly Jid
refle very ferionfly upon the charader and
condué of Sir Johr Shore ; but in fo doing
be excecded bis powers, and it was neither
more nor lefs, than the groundlefs calumny
of an unauthorized individual.

To prevent, therefore, @/l further m.i//:'e-
prefentations, we now publhith t/.»q/?-ﬁé.’; of @
very firong nature, which Mr. Burke opened,
and we print them from minutes taken at
the time by a fhort-hand writer. There may
ftill be fome errors, owing to the rapidity
of Mr. Burke’s utterance, but they cannot
materially affe@t his argument: thofe who
have read Mr. Dodfley’s abftra&t in his
Regifter, will find how clearly both accounts
agree in all effential points.

If
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If Mr. Burke’s do@rine were to prevail,
what would be Mr. Pitt’s fituation!! A
Manager, on an India Impeachment, has
but to felect all the meritorious fervants of
the public, and if he can, like Mr. Burke,
call names with the fluency of a Marat, ora
Parifian Poiffarde, he may apply the epithet
Creature to one man, Secret Agent toafecond,
Bribe Broker to a third, Murderer to a
fourth, Corrupt Inflrument to a fifth, Captain
General of Iniguity to a fixth, Villain to a
feventh, and fo on, until he forces Mr. Pitt
to have recourfe to the Ranks of Oppofition
for a Governor General.

Many years ago Mr. Burke played the fame
game, though he then a@ed by authority =
As foon as the Rockingham Adminifiration
were in power, he.drew out a Parliamentary
Report*, in which he mott violently attacked
the DireQors for appointing Sir John Mac-
pherfon, and Mr. Stables, to the Supreme

In »782. i
Council, -
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Council, snd the Hon. Mr. Stuart, and
‘M. Salivan, to a fucceffion, upon vacancies.

He impined to Sir Jolin Macpherfon, ‘a
defign to fupport the Nabob of Arcot, by
bribing the King's Minifters, and Parlia-
ment itfelf. Mr. Stables was an improper
perfon, becaufe he had not been in the Civil
Service; Mr. Stuart was an accufed man; and
Mr. Sulivan was the fon of the Chairman,

As Mr. Burke, however, has once more
thought proper to allude “ to the offences
*¢ opened by the Managers,” that is, 4y bim-
Jelfy the ftory fhall be told in intelligible
language*.

The day after he had concluded his acq
count of thofe offertces, the late Lord Chan-

* The Managers knew nothing of this ftory until
Buske told it in Weftmiofter Hall, and he himfelf
: ﬁhtcfk,fmth.Frms,mdzytbe-

d eellor
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cellor (for the trial, after furviving almoft a
hundred of its Judges, has now outlived the
Prefident of the Court) flated in the Houfe
of Lords, ** that the new matter introduced
“ by Mr. Burke in his opening fpeech, was
¢ of fuch a nature that, compared with it,
* the articles, important as they were, funk fo
“ utter infignificance; and that Mr. Burke
¢ would be a calumniator, if he did not put
*jt into fuch a form as might enable Mr.
*¢ Haftings to refute it ; if he could not re-
*¢ fute it, then no punithment in the power
¢ of their Lordfhips to infli&, could' be
* adequate to his offences.”

The Duke of Richmond took the fame
linc ; and added the epithet « bafe,” to that
of calumniator.

Of thefe {peeches Mr. Burke took no
notice. In the next year, 1789, Mzr. Burke,
in one of his rants, called Mr. Haftings
“ a Murderer;” Mr. Haftings complained

to
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to the Houfe of Commons next day of this
fcandalous outrage ; he complained alfo, of
the introducion of the ftory of Deby Sing in
the preceding year, and he prayed the Houfe
to frame both accufations into articles, if tbey
thought there were grounds to do fo; if not,
to redrefs the irjury which he had fuftained.

The Houfc cenfured Mr. Burke for the
firft offence againft decency and juftice;
but they reje@ed the fecond complaint, not
becaufe it was unfounded, but becaufc Mr,
Hatftings had not complained of the injury,

as foon as he received it.

Mr. Burke affirmed, upon this occafion,
that he was determined to go into this ftory of
Deby Sing.—The year pafled over, and be
did nothing.

In the next year®, 1790, evidencewas offered
upon it, as he tells the Chairman; but,
however, in fuch a manner, we will venture

* On the 18th of May.
d 2 to
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to fay, as no /zwyer could have advifed ; for
inftead of going to the Houfe of Commons,
and there ftating the grounds for implicating
Mr. Haftings in any tranfactions of Deby
Sing, as a foundation for an additional ar-
ticle ; either Mr. Burke, or Mr. Anftruther,
called for an opinion delivered by Mr.
Haftings in January 1785, in which he fays,
* that he fo well knows the charalter and
# abilitics of Rajah Deby Sing, as eafily to
“ conceive it was in his power to commit
« the enormities laid to his charge, and to

“ conceal the ground of them from the

# Englith Refident, Mr. Goodlad.”

Upon this opinion, the Managers faid,
““ they would next proceed to thew what thofe
*¢ enormities were, which might be concealed
* from the Englith gentlemen refiding there,
*¢and which might be committed without
*¢ their knowing any thing of the matter.”

6 This
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This miferable attempt was inftantly op-
pofed by the Counfel of Mr. Hal“tings,who.
at the fame time prefled Mr. Burke to go
to the Commons, and if he could perfuade
them to accufe Mr. Hattings, they would
moft eagerly, and gladly meet the accufa-
tion; buyt they would neither allow Mr.
Burke to make charges of bis own autbority,
nor permit him to adduce ecvidence upon

charges fo made,

The opinion of the Lords was called for,
and they snfiantly determined, ¢ That it is
“ not competent for the Managers for the
“ Commons to give evidence of the enor-
“ mities aCtually committed by Deby Sing,
“ the fame not being charged in the Impeach-
* ment +.”

A rational man would have fuppofed, that
after fuch a decifion, Mr. Burke would have
flone one of two things——cither that which his

t Printed evidence, page 1257,
charatier
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charaéler and his bonour required : namely,
€o bring the fubject fully before the laft Houfe
of Comunons, or to have been filent for ever,
He did not adopt the firft and beft meafure §
nay, as it refpects Mr. Haffings, he has
totally dropped it ; but as foon as his Majefty
had honoured Sir John Shore by his favour,
and when the King’s Minifters had fele@ed
him, * for an office of the higheft truft, and
¢ the higheft poflible power,” then Mr. Burke
revived this ftory of Deby Sing, in his letter
to the Chairman, in order to make an im-
preflion againft Sir Jobn Shore. To refcue
&is .charafter, therefore, from the calumnies
of Mr. Burke—to refcue the characer of the
Britith nation in India, from the reproach
which Mr. Burke has fo unjuftly caft upor
it ; we have printed his fpeech, and we have
added explanatory notes, in order to prove.
that no one Englith gentleman can be re-
fponfible for the conduét of Deby Sing.

It has been rumoured in the vicinity of
8t, James’s, that Mr, Burke has complained
of
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of Sir John Shore’s appointment to Mr.
Duadas in very ftrong terms, To this worthy
gentleman, his complaints are not impro-
perly addreflfed. In return for Mr, Burke’s
important fervices to Minifters, he mighe
have expe@ed a continuance of that cordial
fupport which Mr. Dundas has hitherto
given him, in carrying on the impeachment,

Mr. Burke may have addrefled Mr. Dun.
das with great propricty, in the following
terms : To fupport you in office, I have givea
up charalter, principle, and confiftency. No
very long period has clapfed fince 1affirmed,
in the face of the Houfe of Commons, and
of my country, ¢ That all the aéts and
“ monuments in the records of peculas
“ tion, the confolidated corruption of ages,
o the patterns of exemplary plunderin the
« heroic times of Roman iniquity, never
« equalled the gigantic corruption of a fingle
“ a&,” conceived and executed by you and

e Mr.



( xxxi )

Mr. Pitt. I folemnly pledged myfelf te
be « a fteady, earneft, and faithful affiftant
*¢ to any onc who fhould biing forward any
« plan that might tend w0 a fubverfion of
“ that moft corrupt and oppreffive fyftem for
*“ the government of India*,” which youand
Mr. Pitt have cftablifhed under the fanc-
tion of Parliament; but {o completely
was I ““nmeatraiized and dulcifed” by your
fupport of the impeachment, that 1 have
now forgot all my former {pceches, though I
piinrcd them publicly, and though Mr.
Dodfley has very lately fent a frefh edition
of them into the world.

The fyftem which I cenfured fo loudly,
is ftill continued in all its parts; but I
have long fince ceafed to found the trumpet
of alarm; and you may violate Treaties,
you may difgrace the honour of Great

® The paflages marked by inverted commas, are taken
from the fpeeches printed by Mr. Burke himfelf,

Britain ;
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Britain; in fhort, you aught have done
any thing, provided you had given me
all the money, and all the time, and all the
influence I wanted to carry on the im-
peachment.  But it was not enough that T
ceafed to be your determined and perfever-
ing opponent ; I have lately rendered you
moft eflential fervices. I have loft no
opportunity of expofing the weaknefs of
that party, to whofe intercfts my beft days
were devoted. I have uled every means
in my power to fcatter them to atoms, I
have f{o far fucceeded, that the pesple now
believe_there is hardly one honcft pﬁblic
man in this nation., I have fupported
your Proclamation. I have excited the
fears of the Ariftocratic Whigs, and 1
have made the Houfes of Wentworth,
Cavendifh, and Bentinck, yourown.

In return for thefe important fervices,
you have difgraced me in the opinion of
2 cvery



{( xxxiv )
every man of honour in the nation.  You
ought to have remembered the high tone
which I affected, when I originally moved
the Impcachment of Mr., Haftings. I
did not venture at once to accufe him of
fpending half a million improvidently, in
thirteen vears, while he added millions to
the public refources—with all the ex
travagance of the American war before
their cyes ; with the penfions, finccure
plices, and Peerages, fo lavifhly beftowed
by Minifters ot latc years, open to their
view ; the Country Gentlemen would have
fecouted every idea of a criminal profecu~
tion upon {o contemptible charge ; I, there-
fore, played a deeper, and a more artful
part—I began by telling them, that pro-
vinces, oncemoft flourithing, Mr. Hafltings
had defolated——that countries, once emi-
nently peopled, were now inhabited only
by beafts of prey—that inftitutions, {acred
in the opinions of nations, he had pub-

licly
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licly violated—that commerce he had
deftroyed, and that the revenues by his-
mif{management had greatly declined. The
Country Gentlemen  believed me, and
they voted with me. My work from this
time was cafy, in the Houfe; but out of
doors, your annual budget, in which you
fo pointedly contradicted all my fate-
ments, hurt my rcputation confiderabliy ;
and as if that were not enough, you have
now taken a ftep which has ruiwed me, and
will materially injure ysz. Had you m
recollection of the evidence which the new
Baronet gave in Weftminfter Hall 2 The
man, whom you have made Governor
General, has {worn, that from 1770 to
1789, iacluding every year of Mr.
Haftings’s adminiftration, Bengal had pro-
greflively improved in agriculture and popu-
lation, that the natives were fappior, and
their property better protetled, in that periad,
than under their own fovereigas, and that

€2 of
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of Mr. Haftings they entertained a wvery
Savourable opinion.  How can I affirm here.
after, that Mr, Haftings was a tyrant, an
oppreflor, a murderer, a captain-general
of iniquity, or that India, on his departure
from it, felt rclieved from a weight under
which fhe had long groaned ? It will be
faid to me, if the folemn teftimony of a
man, whom your gracious fovercign de-
lighteth to honour, and whom his confiden-
tial fervants have appointed Governor
General of India, is to be believed, you,
Mr. Burke, have been impofing upon, and
~deceiving us. What anfwer can 1 make ?
unlefs I am ready to pronounce that next

to that act which I fo violently cenfured a
few years ago, this appointment of Sir

John Shore is “ the moft gigantic inftance
¢ of corruption” ever committed in the
worlid !

But thoagh you and Mr, Pitt had no
confideration
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confideration for me, you might have been
alarmed for yourjelves.  Though it be true,
that you differed moft widcly from me as
to the ftate of Bengal, and when [ declared
it to be ruined irretricvably, you pronounced
it to be moft fuurithing and profperous, yet
it is equally truc, that you ultimately voted
with me, and you have paid the Solicitors
bill, for very heavy charges incurred by my
orders, in an attempt to prove Jegally what
you have publickly declared to be utterly une
Jounded in truth.

You ought to have recolle®ed, that fince
this moft unhappy bufincfs in Franéc, the
people of England have had the infolence to
think, and to fpcak what they think, with
much more freedom than formerly. There
is no longer a blind reverence paid to great
names, or to great authorities—Remember
my words in Parliament, prophetic they
were, and the prediction is almoft accoms

plifhed,
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plithed. I faid, that in this impeachment of
Mr. Haftings, ¢ Infamy muft neceflarily reft
¢ fomewhere.” It will not be from me

alone, that the public will afk, how it hap-
pens that fixty thoufand pounds of their
money has been expended? that the firft
principle of Magna Charta has been violated
by the extenfion of a criminal trial to a
period unknown i1 former times, and which
no man could have fufpeGted would have
happened af any time # They will fay, that
you have proved your difbelief of the foun-
dation of this impeachment, by preferring
a man who has deftroyed tbar foundation by
his cv{dcncc ; or they will take up the ar-
gument in my letter to the Chairman, and

totally condemn the appointment, fo that in

either cafe, you cannot efcape the cenfure of

the public—and was this a time to turn, po=

litics into farce? The myfteries of Governa

ment fhould be concealed from the too

prying eyes of the {winith multitude. [ have

n
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in my time been guilty of great indifcretions,
but I have repented, and have made every
reparation in my power. The time was,
when I affirmed, and took care to let the
whole world know, ¢t that Kings * were na-
¢ turally lovers of low company.” The
time was when I cenfured the Univerfity of
O;(ford, for its ‘unconftitutional addrefs to
the Throne+. The time was when I com-
plimented the republican Thomas Paine, as
the great and fuccefsful champion of Ameri-
can independence}. The time was when I
gloried in my correfpondence with good Dr.
Francklin§, though the law pronounced
him a rebel, and declared fuch correfpond-
ence to be illegal. 'The time was when the
King’s friends were difgufted by certain in-
temi)cratc words, which fell from me, during

# Mr, Burke's {peech on the Reform, February 1780.
t+ In May 1776, on the American war.

$ Mr.Burke's letter to the Sherifls of Briftol, in 1977,
$§ Mr. Burke's fpecch in December 1781,

his



( xt )
his indifpofition, but I am now the avowed
champion of monarchy, of the church, and
of ariftocracy throughout the world. In-
deed, my dear friend, you have acted incon-
fiderately to give no harfher term to your
coadu®. This was not a time to expofe
mc, or to rifque your own fituation. What
conclufion can fober and thinking men come
to? They will fay, that Mr. Haftings having
been made, as you well know, the ladder by
which Mr. Pitt and yourfelf climbed to
power, you took the firt opportunity to
thew minifiersal gratitude for favours con.
ferved. They will fay that my old friends
having loft zheir fituations, by attacking that
man, felt a refentment which is vense/ at
leaft, aud. that they have acted under the in-
fluence of that refentment. Of myfelftheys
will fay, that my cnquiries have been fo very
deep, that I muft have known the true ftate
of India to0 be, as yau have defcribed. it, in
the Houfe of Commons. In fhort, when

they
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they coniider, that no one perfon whom we
have reprefented as havisg been injured by
Mr., Haftings, has been redecided by vou or
Mr. Pitte—that no onc refource which Mr,
Haflings procured, has been ahendined by
goverament—that no one ‘yliem which Ze
framed, has been altered cflentially 4y you—
that the man* whom I deferibed as having
entered into a corrupt collufion with another
perfon, whom I painted as the mofl execra-
ble of villains+, has been felected by you, f_br
the government of Bengal-—that this man,
fo fcleted, was for many years the ﬁrincipnl
Manager of the Revenues under Mr. Haflings,
and has borne teftimony to the profperous
condition of Bengal, the happincfs of its in~
habitants, and their regard for Mr. Haftings «
When they confider, that the credit of the
two great parties of England, and of the
laft Parliament, is implicated in the decifion
of the impeachment, and that with all the
* Sir John Shore. + Dcby Sing.
f influence,
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influcnce, and all the money, employed in
more than five years, we have not been able
to procure one folitary individual to prefer a
complaint againft Mr. Haftings from In-
dia; but, on the contrary, have reccived the
moft damning procfs of the relpedt and vene-
ration in which the natives of Indiahold this
perfecuted man ; what will be the conclufion?
what can be the conclufion which the peo-
ple will draw? It muft be this; that we
have been actuated by private motives, in thus
pérﬁﬁing in error, and ought to be refponfible
to our country, for fo unprcccdcuted a pro-
traltion of a criminal trial.

M. Burke might well exprefs thefe fen~
timents to Mr. Dundas. He has favoured
‘his late Fellow-Managers with a copy of his
letier to the Chairman, and it would be s
their edification if be would alfe give them the
«oqnteats of his letter to Mr. Dundas,

THE BND.



Mr. BURKEs SPEECH,

&c. &ec.

NAGEPORE, my Lords, is a country

protty nearly as large as all Yorkthire
together, and has a prince at the head called
the Rajah, or Zemindar, of Dinagepore. [
find that about July* 1780, the Rajah dicd,
leaving a half brother and a fon. A litiga-
tion inflantly arofe in the family; and this
litigation was intirely to be seferred, and it
muft fimally be decided by the Governor Ge-
sexal and Council, being-the ultimate autho-

®He died in April 1780, and his adopted fon waq
m Mﬂcﬂld’]m 1980, ordered to fucceed to the
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rity for all the revenue queftions there, and
thcy were to proceed on the opinion of the
regifter in their decifion. It came before
Mr. Haftings, and I find he * decided the -
queftion in favour of Sudernand Sing, fon of
the Rajah, ‘againft his half brother. I find
on that decifion & rent fettled, and a fice
paid, fo that all this tranfaction is fair and
above board, and I find along with it many
cxtraordinary aéts, for I find that Mr. Haft-
ings took a part in favour of the minifter
Hydecrbeg, agreeable to the principles of
others, and contrary to his own ; and on his,
cftablithing the authority of the minifter
Hyderbeg, I find he gave the guardianthip
of this fon to the brother of the Rajah, as he
is called, the brother of the wife of the late
Rajah deceafed ; and when the fteward of the
province was coming down to. reprefent his
cafe to Mr. Haftings, Mr. Hattings4 not -
only. fent him back, fo far from hearing himi
fully, but he: ofdered him' aGually “to- be
“turned out of his office, to brm&m another
that could only increafe the family diffenfion.

* That is, the whole Bospdc. 4 The whole Board.
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I find he has taken a fum of [£40,000 in
1780, for this account fcems to begin in
July 1780, or fomewhere thereabouts ; and
to the fame period in 1781 there was a regu-
lar payment; o that if it refers to the money
paid to him from the Rajah, it is a fum of
money corruptly taken by him. As judge he
reccives it for judgment: but whether the
judgment be right or wrong, true or falfe,
he corruptly receives the fum of [ 40,000
for that judgment * ; he reccived it, you will
obferve, through Gunga Govind Sing, who
was the broker of agreements: he was the
perfon that was to receive it by monthly
inftalments, and to pay it to Mr. Haftings,
Gunga Govind Sing’s fon had in his hand all
the papers and documents, fo that Mr, Hatt-
ings takes a bribe from an infant of five or
fix years old, through the hands of the ree
gifter, whofe opinion was to have the whole
weight in fettling the judgment. This was
not a public tribute or fine; fo that in fadt,

® This affrtion could not be truc, becaule this money
began to be reccived on the11th of Augift 1779,
cight meonths before the death of the old Rajah, and,

m
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through the regifter of the country, the
keeper of the records, he receives a bribe
from a family in point of judgment in dif-
inheriting the brother. I do not fay whether
it was proper or not, I know thefe queftions
of adoption are the moft curious in the Gen-
too law; this I know, he fucceeded for a
bribe, through a man who was in the office
of record : this I contend, and I find very
foon, other parties concerned,

My Lords, I found very foon after this
that tlic man who gave it, and all the
officers under him, were turned out of their
employments by Gunga Govind Sing. My
Lords, we find them all accufed without any
appearance or trace upon record, of the mif=
management of his affairs, and accordingly
to prevent the relations of his adopted mother,
to prevent thofe who might be fuppofed to
have intereft in the family, from abufing him
in the truft of his affairs and management
of his fortune, Gunga Govind Sing, for I
hope you will not fuffer me, if I had a mind,
to name that tool of a thing called the Com-
mittee, of £63,000 ayear: Gunga Govind

Sing,
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Sing, I will do him juttice to fay, thatif he
had known that there was another man more
accomplithed in all iniquity than Gunga
Govind Sing, Mr. Haftings would have given
him the fieft place in his confidence, tumns
them all out of oflice: but then there
was another next to him, a perfon called
Deby Sing, he runked under (iungu Govind
Sing. This man, although he had in former
tranfactions in Purnea for {ook the verythape,
rules, and names of virtue, yet Mr. Hattings
is to acqu:t him of this—they were reconciled
on this veehon.  Deby Sing cime into of.
fice, fupcricding all the others.—There is an
Englith gentleman, one Mr. Goodlad, whom
you will hear of prefently; they appomted
him, and the firftadt they dois cut off {1000 2
month from the Rajal’s allowance, becaufe he
is ftated to be extravagant, andto have a great
number of dependants to maintain: in thort,
there is fuch a Hutter and buftle, there never
was fuch a tender guardianfhip and fupenin-
tendance as Deby Sing ufes, akoays with the
&nowledge of Mr.Haftings, to this poor Rajah,
who had juft given £40,000 (if he did give
£40,000) for his inheritance to Mr. Haftings;
but probably becaufe that money could not

come
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come out of the furplus of his affairs, Mr,
Goodlad had taken [1000 a2 month from
his eftablihments, which will go very hand-
{omely to the payment of any private fine
but Mr. Haftings fhould at leaft have ex-
amined before they were tumed out, whether
it was proper orno. Now they are turned
out, and when I come to enquire, I do not find
that the new guardians have brought to ac-
count ane thilling of the money they received;
there is not a fingle thadow, no not one
word, to be found in the accounts of Deby
Sing and Mr. Goodlad. They firft put Deby
Sing in poffeflion of the Rajah’s family, and
the management of it; and the very next fep,
in the courfe of one year, is to give him the
farming of the whole receipt of thefe three
provinccs*, If the Pcfbcufb was not received

® Mr. Burke makes an important miftake here.——
Deby Sing took the farm ot Dinagepore in May 1781,
In Seprember 1781, Mr. Shoreentered a minute on the
Committee Proceedings, {tating the enormous expences
of the Zemindar of Dinaggpore, an infant of fix years
of age, and recommending a redution- of thofe ex-
pences.  In confequence of this minute, DebypSing and
~ Mr. Goodlad had the fuperintendence of the Samily.
Mr. Haftings had been three sonths obfens from Calcutra
at this time, and did not return until February 1783,
: as



