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TO THLE

Defence of the Enquiry into the Reafons of
the Condué& of Great Britain, &ec.

,' ST R

S foon as I heard that the author of the * Enquiry

had condefcended to take notice of a Letter which

_ you thought fit to publifh in your journal of the
fourth of January laft, I refolved to make my acknowledg-
ments to him for {o great an honor, and to defire you to con-
vey them into the world. This duty fhould have been dif-

* The following was the motto to this Anfwer to the Defence, &c. viz. “ Nor
¢ can we conceive a more abject fervility of conduct, than for people, fo long
¢ famed for commerce and bravery, 1o fee their darling good, and their pecaliar
« glory, the pledge of their liberty, and life of all their property, jull going to
¢ be forcibly and umighteoully torn from them; and tamely to look on without
¢ gne flrugele for fo great a blefling, or one hearty effort againft the invaders of
¢ it. What can we become, if we giveour confent to fuch ruin by our own fu-
« pine indolence and infenfibility, and fuffer ourfelves to be ftript of our boafted
¢ {trength and ornament at once, but a nation, the moft defpicable of all nations
¢« under heaven ; expofed to_the contempt and infules of the world about us here
¢ below, and rendered utterly unworthy, by our own condudl, of the care of
¢ providence above us Enquiry, p. 80.

f ; charged ,
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charged immediately, if I had not been diverted fiom ¢ by
avocations of a very different nature; and if I had not ob-
ferved, on a review of the prefent difpofitions, that there was
no reafon in force to make a very {peedy reply necefliry. What
I'am going to fay now will, I think, juitify me for what [
have faid already, in the opinion of mankind ; and at leaft
in the fecret thoughts even of the author and defender of the
Enquiry: and as this effe¢t of the little additional trouble I
am about to give myfelf is the principal, nay, the fole good
one which I dare expedt, we are in time for that ; and by
confequence I fhall not lofe my labor by my del;—ly.

Turs author hath thrown feveral matters in my way, to
which it is proper I thould fay fomething before I enter into
that which is ftrictly the fubje@ of our prefent difpute.

He declares upon this occafion, with all poflible feriouf-
nels, that “ he hath not writ, or di&ated, or advanced, or,
¢ directly or indire&tly, had the leaft part in the writing or
“ publithing any paper, which hath appeared in the world, in
«“ any form, from the time of writing the Enquiry, and from
¢ fome time before that, to the twenticth of January 1728-9.”
He makes this declaration, “ and for that fpace of time, parti-
“ cularly with a view to papers printed in the London Journal;
“in all which he hath been utterly unconcerned either dire&ly
¢« or indirectly.”

Far be it from me to queftion the truth of fo folemn a de-
claration. I give entire credit to it; and I frecly own that he
hath reafon to complain of me for infinuating, at lcaft, that
he had a hand in the London Journals, The little {hare I have
had in the paper war hath not given me many opportunities of

o knowing the combatants ; and the productions on one fide,
2 gave
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ave me little curiofity to enquire after the authors of them.
But I found it univerfally affirmed, and no where contradict-
ed, that this gentleman had a hand in the weekly papers juit
mentioned.  The perfons who recommended thefe papers,
countenanced the opinion; and were glad, perhaps, that fo
confiderable a name fhould give them an authority which
might fupply whatever clle they wanted Nay, I found
amongft thofe, who were acquainted with this author, and
who profefs a particular regard for. him, fome who were
angry at him on this very account; fome who were forry for
him ; but none who doubted the truth of the fac&. What
may have given occafion to {o general a concurrence, he can
beft tell. T urge thefe circumftances only to fhew, how I was
led into an error. It was indeed error, not malice. But ftill
I think myfelf obliged to take this occafion of afking his par-
don; and I do it with all poflible ferioufnefs, as he made
his declaration, and from the bottom of my heart ; becaufe
I am as much convineced, that he neither abetted, encouraged,
nor paid the authors of thefe papers, asI am that he was not
himielf the author of them.

It cannot be imputed to me, that I have any thing to an-
{wer for, on account of the perfonal feverities which this au-
thor, in a very pathetic manner, complains of. We muft ac-
knowledge, and we ought to lament, that our public papers have
abounded in fcurrility. One would be tempted to imag'ne,
that the Saturnalia were held all the year round in Britain ; for
thofe who can do nothing but rail, have had their encou-
ragements to write; and Iam perfuaded that this gentleman’s
candor will oblige him to confefs, that nothing but a thorough
contempt hinders complaints from being made againft the wri-
ters of his own fide, much better grounded and fupported by
much ftronger inftances, than he can produce againft the wri-

Vor. L 5 g ters
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ters of the oppofite fide, in his own, or in any other cafe,
For my part, I thould be extremely {orry to have it faid of
me, with truth, that I had railed at any author, inftead of
anfwering, or even in anfwering his book ; and lefs than any
would I be guilty of this crime, for fuch it is, towards one
who defends, with {o much uniformity of condué, the libert

of the prefs, that corner-flone of public liberty. He who
will fupport what hurts himfelf, becaufe he thinks it the fup-
port of the whole liberty we enjoy, fhall meet with nothing
from me but that which he deferves from all mankind, the
utmoft refpe@, whenever he leaves me the power of fhewing
it, confifiently with the regard 1 owe to truth, and to my own
neceffary defence.

He will not, I hope, think it inconfiftent with this refoec
for his perfon, or with that which I have for {fome of his
writings, if I cannot bring myfelf up to have the fame for
his ¢ Enquiry into the reafonsof the conduc of Great Britain ;”
orfor his ¢ Defence of this Enquiry.” He appears to have a pa-
ternal fondnefs for the firft of thefe treatifes, which amounts
even to a partiality ; the more furprifing, becaufe it is found
in one who can boaft fo numerous and fo fair an offspring.
I thould not have attempted to draw him out of an €rror,
which he feems to indulge with fo great a fatisfa@ion, if he
had not made it neceflary for me.  Since he hath done fo, 1
will offer fome obfervations on the Enquiry itfelf, before I
come to the Defence,

Tue circumftance upon which he feems to triumph a
little, fthat the Enquiry was not anfwered) he will permit me
to fay is often a very equivocal proof of the merit of a book. }
The {fame mouths, it feems, which pronounced the Enquiry to
be a mean and defpicable performance, ¢ have more than ’
¢« once
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« once exprefled in print their earneft defire that fome able
« hand would anfwer it.” From what mouths he took this,
I know not. But furely the teftimony of thofe who defired
fome able hand would anfwer what they judged to be mean
and defpicable, is an odd teftimony for him to quote; {ince
it could proceed from nothing but a defign to ridicule him.

Tuo the Enquiry was not anfwered in form, yet I believe
that feveral, perhaps all, the points on which his fyftem leancd,
were occafionally examined, and {fufficiently refuted by you,
Mr. D'Anvers, and by others. If nomore was done I take
the reafon to have been plainly this. The minifterial air of
authority and information, aflumed in it, made even thofe, on
whom this air did not impofe, judge that it was prudent to
wait till time and events fhould open the fcene a little more ;
and as the {cene opened, they perceived that the Enquiry was
daily anfwered, in the moft effeGual manner, to their hands;
{o that the author might have waited all his life, perbaps, for
fomething more of this fort, if he had not thought fit to {eize
an opportunity of defending it, not more worthy his notice,

than feveral others before given him 3 and if my refpe& for

him, and my defire to ftand fair in his opinion had not de-
termined me to make him a reply.

As to the effeé of the Enquiry, which he thinks fo confi-
derable, that it ¢ awakened multitudes out of a dull and
¢ languid [tate into life and vigor ; and that it-was not found
« to procure lumbers either to thofe who liked it, or to thofe
« who difliked it ;” T, who was moft certainly one of thofe
who either liked or difliked it, can affirm with the grentd’c
truth, that if it did not procure me {lumbers, it did not keep
me awake. Some of the faéts advanced in it were firange
and furprifing; but then they were deflitute of any proof,

Gg 2 except
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except the firong affirmations of the author, and colleGions of
circumftances fo extremely trivial, that they became burlefque
as foon as they were ferioufly applied. A bare expofition of
any real danger from the pretender would have waked multi-
tudesinto life and vigor, tho the Enquiry had never been written,
But 1 apprehend that fo may pages {pent on WaarTon's ram-
bles, RipperpA’S chit-chat, hear—ihys of what one great man
writ concerning what another great man faid, three Mufco-
vite fhips coming to Spain, embarkations which WEre never
made, and armies which were never aflembled, could have
no other effe& than to compofe multitudes into perfeé tran-
quility, and to ‘confirm the opinion of their fecurity on this
head. Any furmifes of an c€ngagement, on the emperor’s
part, to affift Spain in the recovery of Gibraltar by force, could
provoke no indignation, whatever elfe it might provoke, nor
caufe any alarm. We knew Gibraltar to be impregnable to
the Spaniards, before RippErpa declared it to be fo; and
what afliftance the emperor could give them towards reducing
this place, unlefs he had in his fervice fome of Mr. WarLog's
winged troops and Pegafean horfe, we were not able to dif
cover. As to the emperor’s real engagement in this article
towards Spain, and as to the engagements of Spain towards
the emperor, on the article of trading to the Weft-Indics, we
foon knew what they were; and with this knowledge our
alarm ceafed. What was faid in the long differtations, about
the Oftend company, caufed likewife little or no emotion in
us.  Qur intereft was plainly not that of principals, till the
Dutch had the addrefs to make us {o, by their acceflion to the
treaty of Hanover ; and the condu@ of our own court, who
beheld, with fo much indifference, the rife and progrefs of
this company, had taught us to be indifferent about it. Thefe
confiderations, and many others which 1 omit, hindered the
Enquiry from having the effe®, which this gentleman’s pa-

5 ternal
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ternal fondnefs makes him believe it had. The part, if I
may have leave to fay fo, was over-a&ed. But flill I fee no
reafon that he has to be concerned, becaufe one way or other
the end of writing it was anfwered. The Enquiry was the
book of a day, like fome little animals on the banks of the
river Hypanis, which came to life in the morning, fulfilled
all the ends of their creation, and died before night.

Tuere is a point, on which the author and defender of
the Enquiry values himf{elf and his book very much ; 1 mean
the ftriét regard to truth which he affures us he obferved in
writing. Now, tho Iam ready to agree that this author has
always a great regard to truth, yet I affirm that I could write
a book as big as the Enquiry, filled with nothing but demon-
frations of his errors in matters of fac. Too much confi-
dence in the informations he received, too much hafte in com-
pofing, and above all, that fire which 1s apt to over-heat the
imagination of polemical writers, muft have caufed thele er-
rors. It is impoflible to account any other way, how.a gentle-
man of nice honor, remarkable fincerity, and even exemplary
piety, inftead of making his propofitions conftantly the refult
of the evidence he found, upon a thorough examination, true,
fhould, through a whole book, have conftantly fuired his evi-
dence to a certain fet of propofitions ; and how fa@s and dates,
as ftubborn things as they are in the hands of other men, {hould
grow foft as wax under his touch.

Bur it is not my defign to enter into a difquifition of this
{ort. It would fhéw ill-nature, which I hope I have not ; and
it would be now of no ufe whatever, 1 muft however de-
fend myfelf, as unwilling as I am to offend him ; and there-
fore fince he contradi@s what 1 faid, viz. that < he had been:
“ given up in every material article of the Enquiry ;7 I think

_ m}rfelf
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obliged to prove it. ¢« How eafy are fuch words as thefe,”
fays our author, « but how hard  to fupport them ?” Now I
do affure him that thefe words, as far as they may be thought
harfh or impolite, will at no time fall eafily from my ton sue
or pen; but he will find that it is eafy for me, upon this oc-
cafion, to fupport them. I will confine myfelf to the four
great points of danger, arifing from the Vienna treaties, and
mentioned already. Let us fee whether he has been given up
in them or not.

Accorping to the Enquiry, we were in danger of lofing
not only our Eaft and Weft-India trade, but many other
branches of the Britith trade, by the privileges fuppofed to be
granted to the emperor’s fubjc&s, and from the enjoyment of
which privileges we are debarred. Nay, it was very ftrong-
ly infinuated that even the ruin of Britain was involved in
this point.  If this had been the cafe, and if the treaty of
Vienna had thus fettled the matter, there would have been
occafion for all the outeries which we meet witch in the En-
quiry, and for ftill more, But our moft knowing merchants
gave up this point,” as foon as they read and confidered the fe-
veral claufes ; and it is notorious, that the contra&ing powers
declared, as foon as they heard of the obje@ion, that their
meaning was not to give thefe privileges to the imperial fub-
Jects above other nations; and that they wou'd explain the
text accordingly, if any ambiguity made it neceflfary.  But
in truth there was little or no ambiguity in the matter, except
what the reprefentations of it occafioned ; for without enter-
ing any deeper into it, let us obferve that the anfwers which
this author gives to the objecion, which he was forced, from
the notoriety of the thing, to make to himfelf, are evafive
and fallacious ; for fince the fame liberty of entering the Spa-
nith ports in the Weft-Indies, in cafe of diftrefs by bad wea-

ther,
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ther, or for refrefhment, is granted to us by the treaty of
1670, as 18 granted to the imperial fubjects by the treaty of
Vienna, does it follow that more is granted to them than to
us, becaufe the liberty granted to us hath ceafed for many
years ? If we have not made ufe of the liberty, the fa& at-
firmed is nothing to the purpofe. If we have been denied it,
fuch denial is an infra&ion of the treaty of 1670, and proves
that we have had injuftice done us by the pradtice of the Spa-
niards; but doth not help to prove that we have had.any done
us by their conceflions to the emperor, with whom they may
keep this articic, perhaps, as litle as they have done with us,
and who is not likely to have the fame means of obliging them
to it as we have in our power, whenever we pleafe to employ
them.

How the eighth article of the treaty of Utrecht came to be
quoted, on this occafion, is to me marvcllous. That article
is made general to- all nations ; but was particularly direGted
againft the French, who, even at that time, continued to ob-
tain licences to fend {hips to trade in the South-Sea, as they had’
done all the war. But the treaty of Utrecht confirms the
treaty of 16703 and the ftipulation,. that ¢ no licence, or
« any permiflion at all, fhall atany time be givento the French,
« or any other nation whatfoever------to fail, traffie,; &c. to
« the dominions fubje& to the crown of Spain in America,”
cannot {urely be conftrued to deprive us of the right of going
into thofe parts, in the cafes allowed by the treaty of 1670
This feems fo clear, that I may pronounce the gentleman given
up, on this head, by the moft knowing merchants, and by
every man who can read and underftand what he reads.

Bur Imay go farther; for it appears even from the fifth
article of the proviﬁonai treaty itlelf, which is faid to fecure
us
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us from the dangerous engagements contained in the treaties
of Vienna, with relation to trade, that the king of Spain « never
““ underflood to grant, by the faid treaty, any privileges con-
“trary to the treaties confirmed above; nor to give to his im-
¢ perial majefty any greater advantages than thofe enjoyed by
“ other nations in their commerce; his imperial majefty adopt-
““ ing for his fubje@s the above-mentioned declaration, made in
“ the name of his catholic majefty.” And it is very obfervable
that this article feems to be inferted in the treaty, merely upon
the furmifes of the minifters of France, Great-Britain and
Holland, who have pretended, as it is faid in the introduc-
tion to it, ¢‘ that in the treaty of commerce, concluded at Vi-
‘enna on the firft of May, 1725--~there were divers claufes,
¢ which clathed with articles of feveral treaties of commerce,
““ anterior to the year 1725,” &ec.

Ir therefore the natural fenfe of the Vienna treaty itfelf, as
well as the declaration of their imperial and catholic majefties,
as {oon as the objection was firft ftarted, and their offer to re-
move any fuppofed ambiguity in this article of the Vienna
treaty, were not {fufficient to fatisfy us; what farther fatisfac-

tion fhall we receive by the provifional treaty, in cafe it fhould
be accepted, which contains only the very fame declaration ?
----But this hath been fufficiently explained already by your
correfpondent R avLsicw,

As to the Oftend trade, he thinks that I myfelf cannot be
againft him, unlefs in the degree of the importance of it, Now
this is the very point upon which he muft be given up, in
this cafe, if he is given up at all. I never heard that any man
was wild enough to athrm, that the trade carried on from
Oftend, was of no confequence whatever to yus, But the
queftion is, whether that trade be of that degree of impor-

tance
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tance to us, which he reprefents, He afks, < who of thofe 1
«« oppole hath declared againft him in this ?” I anfwer, The very
perion I quoted in the paffage he had before his eyes, when
he asked this queftion. -He fays, in the Enquiry, ¢ that our
« Faft and Weft-India trade will be ruined by the Oftend com-
« pany; that they are fo already, in fome degree; that the
« contagion will {pread to other branches; in fhort, that this
« trade will carry riches, ftrength, and naval power from us to
«¢ the Spanifh Netherlands.” What fays PusticoLa? The
« Oftend trade, about which fuch a noife hath been made,” (he
muft mean by the enquirer, fince the enquirer made more
noife about it than all the other writers put together) ¢ was more
« the concern of our neighbors, both by treaty and intereft,
« than our own.” I appeal now, in my turn ; and I appeal to
the enquirer himf{elf. Isnot one of thefe reprefentations dire&ly
contrary to the other ? Does not Pusricora diminifh the
confequences of the Oftend trade to us, and treat it even
lightly ? Does not he magnify it, in the ftrongeft terms, and
make our all depend upon the obftrucion of it? Does not
PusricoLs, an author whom:I oppofe, give him up?

Wi are now come to the danger, much infifted upon in
the Enquiry *, ¢ of having Gibraltar wrefted out of our hands
« by foree, if it be poffible, unlefs we will bafely yield itup;” and
this danger is grounded on a fuppofed 1-mutual engagement
between the emperor and king of Spain, contained in a fecret
offenfive treaty. The writer of the Enquiry confeffes, < that
¢ the imperial refident read to {ome of our minifters the words,
« which he faid were the contents of the article which his
« mafter had entered into, relating to Gibraltar j the which

« implied, that his mafter had engaged to ufe his good oftices

* Pace: £ + Pageé 34, 35-

Vor, L Hh ¢ for
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¢ for the reftitution of Gibraltar.” Now from hence, becaufe
this refident read all that related to this point, and did not
fhew the whole treaty to us, any more than we thought our-
felves obliged to fhew to the imperial minifters the treaties of
1721, which we made at Madrid with one of the parties
between whom we were at that time mediators, in the con-
grefs at Cambray ; from hence, | fay, the writer T am anfiwer-
ing concludes that the truth of what he imputes to the emperor
ftands confirmed : but this offenfive alliance hath appeared hi-
therto no where, except in his writings; and the article relat-
ing to Gibraltar, in the defenfive alliance between the emperor
and king of Spain, is furely as contrary as poflible to all
that he hath advanced, By that article it appears, that the
Epaniards affirmed a promife on our part to reftore Gibraltar.
In confideration of this promife, the emperor declares he will
not oppofe this reftitution, if it be made amicably ; that if it
be neceffary, he will employ his good offices, and even his me-
diation, if the parties defire it. Tjll therefore the enquirer
can fthew another article between the contracting powers in the
Vienna treaties, about Gibraltar, this muft be reputed the fole
article of that kind, and by confequence a flat contradi@ion to
all that he hath faid on this occafion ; {o that if his own
fide do not give him up in this cafe, both they and he will be
given up, 1 fear, in the opinion of every other man in Europe;
to which I fhall add, fince the obfervation lies fairly in my
way, that every man, who knows any thing of the intereft of
Europe, knows it as much the intereft of the emperor, that
Britain thould keep Gibraltar, asit is the intereft of one of our
allies, that we fthould lofe the poffeflion of this place; and yet
we have been taughrt, by fome profound ftatefmen, to appre-
hend the emperor’s efforts to take it from us, and to rely on
the affiftance of France to preferve it to us.

IHAVE
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I uave referved to the laft the greateft of all thofe dangers,
which are reprefented in the Enquiry ; and that is the danger
of the pretender.

It is there affirmed, * ¢ that one exprefs article of the al-
« liance between the emperor and Spain, contained an obli-
« gation in favor of the pretender, and a ftipulation to make
« the attempt for him in England, before opening the war in
¢«any other parts.” Nay, this author was fo well informed
of all thefe proceedings, that he gives us the particular engage-
ments which the pretender, in return, took towards the em-
peror and Spain. All thefe things are afferted in the ftrongeft
manner, as founded on “ pofitive intelligence ; on intelligence
« from more than one perfon ; on undoubted intelligence, and
« fuch ascould be entirely depended on.” Now I fufpeét that
the enquirer would think me very impertinent, if I fhould
feem to queftion the authority of his intelligence; and yet I
verily believe, that I have better reafons to do fo than he had
to depend upon it, when he writ the words I have quoted.
But we will wave faying any thing more on a point on which
it is proper for neither of us to {peak plain. His good opinion
of the intelligence communicated to him will not give it the
ftamp of infallibility; nor will my bad opinion deftroy its cre-
dit. ~ The world will therefore judge, or rather has judged,
of the validity of what he does not explain, by the force or
weaknefs of the other circumftances which he enlarges upon;
and by obferving whether the courfe of events hath juftified
this boafted intelligence or not. I have juft mentioned above
the chief of thefe circumftances; and notwithftanding the
great refpect I have for this author, nothing fhall oblige me
to treat them more ferioufly. 1 will thew him, however, that

8 Page s0-
Hh 2 the




o — T T R R T o P B A e e

236 AN ANSWER 'TO THE

the courfe of events hath deftroyed all the ufe he pretended to
make of thefe circumftances, and that it has contradicted, in-
ftead of confirming his intelligence. He fays, * « that the
‘¢ vigorous refolutions taken, and the preparations and difpofi-
“ tions made by Great Britain, fufpended the execution of
¢ this defign. The Spaniards found' themfelves obliged to
¢ fend part of their fhips from Cadiz and St. Andero to the
“« Weft-ludies, and the Mufcovite thips returned home.”-—---
Very well I The event does not yet Jutlify the intelligence ;
but that is accounted for. The execution of the defign was
fufpended for the prefent. The defign went on then ; and
the preparations for an invafion by confequence. It muft have
been fo; for we find in the Enquiry, + that the deﬁgn thus
{ufpended was afterwards prevented by the appearance of a
Britith fleet on the Spanith coat. Now let me defire you,
Mr. D’Anvees, to take the trouble of turning to Sir Joun
Jennines’ letter, dated Auguft 10, 1726, and made pub-
lic here; in which you will find the Spaniards fo little pre-
pared to invade us, that when he came on their coaft, they
fcemed to be in the greateft confternation, that all the troops
they could affemble did not exceed three thoufand men, and
that thefe were in very bad condition,

I ssx now, is the intelligence of the enquirer, upon this
head, fupported by any thing but his own affirmation ? Is it
not contradicted by the whole coutfe of events? Does there
appear the leaft reafon to believe that he had a fure founda-
tion to build upon, when he made fuch bold aflertions, and
of fuch a nature ? The fecret offenfive treaty, which he talks
fo much of, has never appeared, nor any tootfteps of it ; and
many people are apt to beiieve that it never exifted any where

* Page 51, T Page 97.

but




DEFENCE OF THE ENQUIRY,&ec. 237
but in fome people’s luxuriant fancy. The feveral treaties
made - at Vienna in 1723, between the emperor and Spain,
have been dong public ; and when it was obferved, fome
where or other, that nothing was contained in them like what
the enquirer had afferted, the enquirer was given up. He was
faid to be miftaken. The article, in favor of the pretender,
was faid to be in fome other treaty; and afterwards 1n no
formal treaty. It was not a treaty. It was an engagement.
"This may be called, by fome ill-bred people, thufBling: but
fure I am that it muft pafs for a direct giving up of this au-
thor ; who will find, perhaps, if be pleafes to enquire into
the particulars of what pafled on this occafion, that the per-
fon who gave him thus up, had fome fhare in fetting him to
work.,

Arrer this, it is hardly worth notice, that the author of
the « Obfervations on the Conduét of Great-Britain” has given
him up likewife ; for the utmoft ‘which this writer ventures
to fay, when he comes to fpeak of this engagement, aflerted
by the enquirer to be contained in an article of a treaty, is
this ; “our apprehenfions were that there might be engagements
“ in favor of the pretender.” Let the enquirer confider: again,
whether I was in the wrong to advance, that he had been:
given up, even by his own fide.

Having juﬂiﬁcd what I prefumcd to advance concerning
the Enquiry, Icomenow to the Defence of it.

Tue gentleman begins this Defence by ftating the cale, fo
he calls it, as he did in the Engquiry ; and then he proceeds
to take notice of what hath followed fincc the date of that
book ; that is to fay, he reprefents the matter in difpute, jufl
as it fuits his purpofe; leaving out many things neceflary to-

{fet
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et the whole in a true light; afferting fome things, which
have been never proved ; and others, which I think never can
be proved ; making what infinuations, drawing what concly-
fions he thinks fit ; and in a word, begging the queftion in
almoft every line. It is hard to conceive for what purpofe this
is done. The reafon given, I am fure, is not a good one;
fince the principal fads and reafonings upon which the ftrength
of all that can be faid muft be founded, are fo far from feem-
ing to be forgot, that they feem to be the only things remem-
bered, or thought of at this time, and are the common topicks
of almoft every converfation. There muft therefore be fome
other reafon for this method of proceeding ; and I can guefs
but one. This method may perhaps be thought proper to
catch unwary readers, and to give a particular biafs to their
minds, with which they are to read and to Judge of all that
follows. Icould make ufe of the fame art 3 and, without being
at much pains, draw up a flate of the cafe very contrary to that
which he hath drawn, and at leaft as plaufible. But I think
the proceeding too unfair to copy after it. I have indeed no
reafon to do fo; fince, very indifferent to all other confidera-
tions, I feek nothing in this difpute but the difcovery of the
truth : and therefore, as I will receive nothing but what is fup-
ported by the evidence of fa&t, and the force of argument, fo
I will not prefume to attempt impofing any thing, void of
both, upon others. Befides, this gentleman undertakes to
“¢ confider what I have advanced, either againft any thing, in
“ which he can be fuppofed to be concerned ; Or upon any
“ fubje& of debate, (of this debate he means) which appears
“ to him to be of importance :” {o that if I am able to refute
all that he cbjects to me, in the Defence of this Enquiry, I re-
fute all objections, of any importance, to what I have faid in
my former letter to you ; and then I imagine that his ftate of
the cafe will do him no great honor, and his caufe litde good,

THE
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Tue firlt point on which I am attacked by the defender
of the Enquiry is, on the turn, {o he calls it, which I have
given to the very beginning of this whole fcene. He means
the Vienna alliance.

Ler us fee therefore whether it is he or 1, for one of us
may, perhaps, have done fo, who hath endeavored, in treat-
ing this fubje&, to turn every thing to the fervice of fome
other caufe than that of truth.

In the Enquiry, he reprefented the Vienna alliance, as to
the manner, and as to the matter of it, to be one of the moft
aftonithing phaenomena which ever appeared in the political
world.  What furprize to fee two princes, rivals almoft from
their infancy, ¢ two powers, that could hardly be kept within
« the bounds of common decency towards one another,private-
¢ ly running into one another’s arms,” as he expreffes himfelf ?
What a furprize to fee the emperor abandon the mediation of
Great Britain and France; to the firft of whom he and his fa-
mily owed {o many obligations ; and to the laft of whom; in:
conjunction with the firft, he owed the acquifition of: Sicily,
and the other advantages of the quadruple alliance ? What a
furprize to fee Spain abandon this mediation,. juft in the mo-
ment, as my adverfary has extremely well obferved, when the
interefts of the duke of Parua were in agitation ; interefts:
which Spain had extremely at heart; and in: the fupporting
which, fhe had reafon to think herfelf fure of fuccefs againit
the emperor ; becaufe the mediators had taken fecret engage-
ments with her to favor thefe interefls; by one of the treaties
made at Madrid in 17212 What a furprize to fee Spain do
this, and in doing it, not only forego the advantages which
the mediators had procured, and were to procure for her, in

many refpedts 3 particularly, in that favorite point, the fuccef-
fion
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fion of Don Carros; but make fo bad a bargain for herfelf
at Vienna, that the emperor, according to this auther, and
indeed I think according to the truth, « gained every thing,
“and particularly the guaranty ef his own fucceflion 2"

Avr this, it muft be confefled, appeared wonderful, and
excited a ftrong curiofity to know what were the {prings of fo
great, and, according to thefe reprefentations, {o fudden a re-
volution of counfels and interefts, But here we were dropped..,
The enquirer {pent much time, and took much pains to {hew
what did not occafion it; but I have not obferved,. that he
pretended to thew what did ;. unlefs he meant, that we fhould
take, for caufes of it, thofe terrible defigns which he imputes
to the emperor and the king of Spain. Our minifters, who
fcem to have forefeen fo little that France and Spain might
break, and that the negotiations then on foot might be
thrown into confufion, or take fome new courfe, by this rup-
ture, grew it feems prodigioufly alert and fagacious afterwards.
They did not forefee what happened ; but they difcovered
ftrange myfteries of iniquity concealed under this tranfaction,
when it had happened ; and thefe mylteries we find pom-
pouily unfolded in the Enquiry, with all the improvements
and embellithments which the author’s luxuriant fancy could.
beftow upon them. Now fuppofing  thefe difcoveries to have
been real, the things fo difcovered can be looked upon no
otherwife than as circumflances of the general meafure; the
meafure, which the emperor and Spain took, of treating by
themfelves and for themfelves; and therefore they wanted to
be accounted for as much as the meafure itfelf : but upon this.
head, I fay, the enquirer gave us no fatisfaction. Far from
explaining to us what might induce Spain to take fuch a refo-
lution, at that particular point of time, rather than at any
other, he did not afford us the leaft hint to guefs, why we

3 thould
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(hould take it at all ; and yet fo flrange an effe muft have
had fome very confiderable caufe ; too confiderable certainly
to be abfolutely a fecret, and even beyond the reach of con-~
jecture.

Tyis remarkable defeét was, 1 believe, felt by every per-
fon who read the Enquiry ; and thercfore in the progrefs of
the difpute, the writers of the fame fide thought it incum-
bent upon them to aflign fome caufe, which might appear
proportionable to fuch extraordinary effeés ; and which, at the
fame time, might not be inconfiftent with what their great
mafter, the enquirer, had advanced. The tafk was not cafy;
and indeed they have fucceeded accordingly. Some laid the
caufe of all in that inveterate rancor, which they {uppofed the
court of Spain to have conceived againit us, on two accounts;
the promife made by lord STanmore about Gibraltar, and the
defeat of the Spanith fleet in the Mecditerranean. When this
was exploded, and I think it was fo as foon as examined, they
had recourfe to another {yftem; a very ftrange one indeed :
for it declares that the emperor, France, and Great Britain,
the three contrading powers with Spain in the quadruple al-
liance, aded the moft pcrﬁdious part imaginable in that whole
proceeding ; fuch a part as FERDINAND the catholic, or LEWIS
the eleventh would have ftartled at. The fucceffion of Don
Cartos, was, it feems, * a point, which all the powers of
Europe ftrenuoufly oppofed;; which the emperor, who had
already obrained his defires in the affair of Sicily, could not
be for; to which the French were averfe ; which Great Bri-
tain had reafon to oppofe and prevent ; and which it was plain
that the Spaniards could never carry in a congrefs, where every
party was an enemy to their intentions. Surely nothing fo extra=

# Britith Journal, Jan. 4.
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vagant, nothing {o infolent as this was ever yet advanced ! If you,
Mr. D’AnvEers, had prefumed even to infinuate any thing like
it, I believe you would have been profecuted with all the feverity
poflible; and I am fure you would have been given up by all
your friends. Neither can I conceive how the enquirer, who is
{o zealous an affertor of our honor in the oblervation of treaties,
could pafs by fuch an imputation as this, without darting his
thunder at the impious head who devifed the flander ; unlefs
he thinks it an_ irremiffible fin to account for any thing in
contradiction to himfelf; and a venial fault to accufe Great
Britain and France, as well as the emperor, of fomething worfe
than a violation of treaties ; even of making them with a de-
fign to break them ; and of obliging a prince, by long nego-
tiations, and by a war, to accept conditions, which they never
intended fthould be made good to him,

Anonest others, I prefumed, at laft, to account for this
great event upon principles which I believed to be true, not-
withftanding all that I read in the Enquiry; and which I flill
believe to be true, notwithftanding all that is (aid againft them,
in the defence of the Enquiry.

Tue defender begins with quoting two or three pafiages,
which relate to the fending back the infanta, and the point of
the fole mediation, out of my letter toyou ; and then, without
difproving the fads, or fo much as mentioning the argument
grounded upon them, he pretends that the whole s hypothe-
tical; and thinks it would be a full and fuflicient reply to me,
to ““ frame a fcheme on the other fide, and to oppofe fuppofi-
¢ tion to fuppofition, and one arbitrary interpretation of ap-
¢ pearances to another.” After which he proceeds to frame fuch
a {cheme, partly on facts, which he would have us believe
true, and partly, as he fays himfelf, from his own invention;

and
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and this he thinks proper to oppofe, in a ludicrous manner, to
the account I have given.

Now if it thall appear, on examination, that I have built
upon undeniable fad@s, and have reafoned juftly, inftead of
building on ﬁ:ppoﬁtions, and giving arbitrary interprctations
to appearances, this author’s fmartnefs will turn upon himfelf
and, inftead of fhewing that I deferved no anfwer, he will only
have fhewn that he was unable to give me a good one.

Let us enter into this examination,

I affirmed, and 1 do ftill affirm, that from the death of the
duke of Orresns, the Spanifh minifters were full of fears and
jealoufies about the completing the infanta’s marriage with the
king of I'rance. Neither do 1 find any thing urged in the
Defence of the Enquiry, to deftroy the credibility of this fact.
Indeed, if it was proper to defcend into particulars of fo de-
licate a pature, it would not be at all difficult to demonftrate,
from a confideration of the change which was made in the
French miniftry, and of the difference of perfonal fituations,
interefts and views, that altho there never could have been
soom for fuch fears and jealoufies as thefe, while the duke of
Orrrans had lived, yet there was great roof for entertaining
them. under the adminiftration of his fucceffor. But this is
not all.  Thefe fears and jealmuﬁes increafed and (rengthened
daily, in the minds of the Spanifh minifters 3 and if this author
pleafes to enquire, I believe he will find, or elfe his prompters
deal very unfairly by him, that the delay and excufes of the
court of France, about performing the ceremony of the Fian-
cialles, which Spain expected (hould have been performed
foon after the time at which the duke of Orreans died,
confirmed, in the higheft degree, the fufpicions already taken,

13 3 The
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he ceremony of the Fiancialles would have fecured the mar-
riage. What other effe& then could excufes and delays in this
affair produce, but that which I have mentioned ?

Tue Enquiry * fays, ¢ that the refolution of the court of
“ France, relating to the infanta, did not come, no not in
“ fufpicion to Madrid, till March 8. N.S§. 1724-5."" I he
means the particular refolution of fending her back at fuch a
determinate time, that is nothing to the purpofe, how much
foever the affirmation might impofe, when it was made ufe of
at firft, and before this matter had been fufficiently canvafled.
But if the refolution of fending the infanta back, at fome time
or other 5 in plain terms, the refolution of not completing her
marriage with the king of France be meant then, Ifay, thatI
might very juftly have fet this affertion down in the lift of
thofe which are made in the book without a ftri& regard to
truth; for it is undeniably true, that the Spanith minifters in
foreign courts, entertained this fufpicion above a year before
that time. It is equally true, that feveral months before that
time they fpoke of this meafure, as a thing they expected ;
and T add, that feveral private perfons, at leafh, writ from Ma-
drid in the fame flile, to their correlpondents in other coun-
ries. Ofall thisI am as fure, as Iam fure I now hold a
pen in my hand; or that a pamphlet, called “ A Defence of
“ the Enquiry,” is now lying before me; and therefore nei-
ther the authority of the Enquiry, nor any better authority
can perfuade me, that the fufpicion of a defign to fend the
infanta back from France, did not come to Madrid till March
1724-5 ; becaule it would be abfurd to believe, that the mi-
nifters of that court were lefs informed or lefs jealous about
an affair of this importance, than private perfons; or that the

¥ Page 1 5.
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repcatcd advices, which muft have come from the Spanifh
minifters abroad, made no impreflion upon thofe at home.

Tus fac is, I think, pretty well eftablifhed ; and the others
I am to mention will occafion no difpute. They are thefe. The
Spaniards * Grft took the refolution of throwing off the medi-
ation, and of treating at Vienna in November 1724 ; and Rie-
perpa’s full powers were figned, according to the Enquiry, on
the 22d of that month; that is, about a year after the death
of the duke of Orleans. Soon after this, the negotiation was
begun; but the treatics, in which it terminated, were not

figned &1l the laftof April and the firft of May 1725.

Turse, 1 prefume, are fa@s, and not fuppofitions. Let
it now be confidered how 1 argue upon them, and whether
my reafoning be nothing more than an arbitrary interpretation
of appearances, as the author of the Defence hath rafhly pro=
nounced, but not ventured to attempt to prove. The {fum of
my argument is this. Sincethe Spaniards expected that the in-~
fanta would be, a little {ooner or a little later, fent back fromx
France, they expedted to find themfelves, a little fooner, or a
little later, obliged in honor to {hew a due refentment of this
affront, to fend back the princefles of the houfe of Bourbon
from Spain, and to break off that correfpondence which had
fubfifted between the two courts, from Spain’s acceflion to the
quadmple alliance, and which had been fo intimate, during
the Lfe of the duke of Orleans. They could not sorefce how
long this rupture might laft, becaufe they could not forelee
how foon a change would be made in the French miniftry, and
fatisfaction be given them for this affront 5 but they could not
£l to forefee, that if this event fhould happen during the

* Enquiry, page 15
congrefs
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congrefs of Cambray, fomething worfe than the affront would
follow, and they muft remain in the moft abandoncd condi.
tion imaginable; broke with one mediator; not fure of the
other; the emn-ror in pofleflion of Sicily; and the reciprocal
condition, in favor of Don Carvos, not effeCually fecured
to them. Thefe things are fo in imately and neceflari ly tied
together, that I can as little difcover how it js poflible to allow
the firft fa& which regards the {fufpicions and expectations of
the Spaniards, and deny the confequences which follow, ag
I can fee how it is poffible to contradi&, with the leaft ap-
pearance of reafon, a fa& fo publicly known, fupported by
fo many circum(ances, and juftified by fo many confequences
as the firlt js, The probable arguments employed in the De-
fence, and which, it may be pretended, will ferve to prove
that tho the fa&t were true, and the fufpicion I have infifted
on was entertained by the court of Madrid, yet that it did
not produce the effeéts of throwing Spain into the en
the took at Vienna, will be confidered prefently,

gagement

Tuus far then, as we have a dedu@ion of fadts, not of {up-
pofitions ; fo we have a thread of confequential arguments,
not a rhapfody of arbitrary interpretations of ppearances. The
cafe is fairly ftated, and ne imaginary {cheme is offered to be
impofed for truth. The probability, which refults from this
flate, is confirmed, and I think turned into certainty by the
event, By tke flate above-mentioned, it was probable that
Spain would rake meafures, in time, againft the diftrels to
which fhe muft forefee that {he {tood expofed, a\(‘.cordii'lgly,
the Spaniards began to treat at Vienna before the infanta was
fent from France, which is 3 fact allowed on all hands, that

they might prepare for the worlt y and when 1 add, that the

delayed concluding: their treaty, or that the conclufion of their

treaty was delayed  till what they feared bappened, what dol
atfrm
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ffirm more than what my adverfary allows ? He had faid, at
firft, that the ¢ treaty of peace was figned at Vienna, before
¢ what Spain feared from France was known there.” He has
corre@ed that affertion, and has faid, ¢ that as the treaty of
¢ peacc was agreed to at Vienna before what Spain feared from
« France was known at Vienna to have happened ; fo it was
¢ figned before the refufal of Britain could be known there;”
that is, the refufal of the fole mediation, The firlt point then
is yielded to me. The Spaniards did not actually fign at
Vienna, till the news came thither, of the infanta’s being
a¢tually fent from France; tho they had fettled and agreed
their terms with the imperialifts, on the knowledge that fhe
would be fent away. On the fecond point, all that I urged,
as faét or argument, ftands in the fame force it did before ;
for 1 defire this author may not beindulged in a liberty I f(hall
never take with him nor any one elfe, the liberty of carrying
my affirmations, by ftrained conftru@ions, farther than the
plain and natural import of the terms } employ.

In oppofition to PusLicorLa, I thewed that the manner in
which he affirmed the treaty of Vienna to have been figned
before the refufal of the mediation was known there, did not
refute RaLeicH, on account of fome poflible circumf{tances
there mentioned. Now this author has been forced to leave
the proof, drawn from thofe poflible circumftances, juft as he
found it. ¢ There is no proof,” fays he, ¢ but the bare pof-
« fibility here infifted on.” I fay no more. The argument
is as ftrong againft him, as againft PusricoLa ; for even after
the advantages taken over PuBLicoLa, for not exprefling him-
{clf clearly, this author has, for reafons cafy to be guefled, ex-
prefled himfelf in a manner liable to the fame objecion. ¢ The
¢ peace was figned,” he fays, before the refufal of Britain could

¢ be known.” What! before it could be known by certain
and
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and direct intelligence, or before it could be known in form,
after the tedious round which this refolution was to take?
That is not explained ; and yct that was the fingle point on
which any thing could be faid to the purpofe. In fhort, we
purfued, with great fteadinefs, our wife maxims of neglecling
Spain, and of adhering clofely to France; infomuch that thofe
who wifhed us no good, were perhaps heard, when they in-
finuated that, far from contributing to ward off a blow fo
much apprehended by Spain, we privately abetted France, in
her defign of breaking the match, and imagined by thit mea-
fure, to eftablifh an irreconcilable quarrel between the two
courts. The Spaniards, as well as the imperia'ifts, had reafon
to believe, from our whole condu&, that we thould not ac-
cept the fole mediation, which had been offered to us; and
was it then ftrange that the former, negleced by us, provok-
ed by I'rance, fhould prefs the figning this treaty, without
waiting long for our anfwer; or that the emperor, who got
fo much by the bargain, fhould confent to it?

Having been thus led to the affair of the {ole mediation,
which I had hitherto omitted to fpeak of, in order to ayoid
confufion, I fhall confider it here, as far as this author has
made it neceflary for me, In my letter to you, Mr. ’An-
vERs, I dwelt a good deal upon it. 1 placed it in every light,
and debated all the merits of the caufe, as well as I was able.
Now, if what I urged was abfurd and nothing to the purpofe,
this author thould have thewn, in general, that it did not de-
ferve a more particular anfwer. If what I urged was clear and
ftrong, as fome people imagine it was, this author, who de-
clares himfelf, in every point, of a contrary opinion, fhould
have had the goodnefs to examine and refute my arguments.
How it happens 1 know not; but this great mafter of polemi-
cal writing hath, in every inflance, upon this occafion, aveided

to
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to enter into the argument. He hath dwelt on the outfide of
things, and hath generally cavilled at circumftances.

I uave juft now givena ftrong inftance of this; and I lay
hold of the opportunity to tell this gentleman, that I am no
apologilt for Spain, tho he endeavors to fix that characer
upon me by an innuendo, fo very fine, that I was for fome
time at a lofs to find out his meaning. I ncither founded to
arms againft the Spaniards, two years ago; nor am, at prefent,
an advocate for bearing their delays and their infults. I nei-
ther aggravated, two years ago, the depredations and hoftilities
commitred in the Weft-Indies by the Spaniards; * « and thofe
«¢ yiolences, by which the whole commerce of Jamaica hath
« been well nigh deftroyed, and the trade of that ifland re-
« duced to a miferable condition;” nor do I now {often in their
favor, and call thefe outrages and lofles by the gentle name
of 4 % inconveniencies attending a ftate of uncertainty.”

Bur to return. Having given an inftance of this author’s
cavilling at circumfitances not material in the difpute, I {hall
now give fome inftances of his affirming over again, by way
of anfwer, what had been refuted before ; and when I have
done this, 1 fhall have taken notice of all that he fays upon the
fubject of the fole mediation.

First then he fays, that the knowledge of the negotiations
going on at Vienna was a juft reafon to decline this ofter, which
he fuppofes to have been a mere picce of mockery. . But he
does not fo much as pretc‘:nd to fay a word, in anfwer to what
linfifted ypon, as an advantage in accepting this mediation,
even fuppofing it offered to us without any defign that we {hould

* Enquiry, page 60. + Defence, page 13
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concern ourfelves in it.  He does not pretend fo much as to
controvert what I urged, to prove that the worfe opinion we
had of the defigns carried on at Vienna, the more reafon there
was to catch at this offer of the mediation,

Seconpry, he infifts, that we could not accept this media-
tion, with a due regard to our alliance with France; and he
fuppoles, that thisreafon will be thought juft by < all thofe whe
“ do not think the breach of faith, and the violation of treaties,
¢ matters of no concern.” Here again is another charitable in-
nuendo. But let it pafs. It would be eafy to ftrengthen all
that was faid on this fubje&, in my Letter to you, by thewing
the difference between fuch a ftipulation as this of a joint me-
diation, and the covenants which princes and ftates enter into
with one another, about their mutual interefts. But there is
no need of it, fince this author, who thinks fit to infift on this
point, hath not thought fit to anfwer any one of the argu-
ments urged by me, to prove that France could not have com-
plained of us, if we had accepted this mediation ; and yet
there were fome dilemma’s laid down, which feemed to de-
ferve a folution.

Lastry, he pretends that I affirmed, againft the moft pub-
lic fadts, and the plaineft appearances, what I faid to (hew
that our acceptance of the mediation muft have been agree-
able to France : and yet what I faid was founded on public
facts, and the plaincft appearances ; which he has not touched,
becaufe he durft not deny them. It is really very ftrange,
that {o confiderable an author fhould continue to write, when
he can neither find out new arguments, nor anfwer the obje-
¢tions made to old ones,

Havine
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Having now difpatched the point of the fole mediation, it
remains that I fay fomething to thofe probable arguments, if
they deferve that name, which I have civilly given them, by
which this gentleman pretends to deftroy what is, I think,
eftablithed on the folid foundation of fa& and reafon, concern-
ing the meafure taken in France after the death of the late
duke of Orirans, to break the match with the infanta, and
the confequence of that meafure, the throwing Spain into the
hands of the emperor.

Now the firft of thefe arguments is, that the court of Spain
did not mention this affront from France, as any inducement
to the tranfad&ion at Vienna; and that any fuch mention
would have been inconfiftent with other declarations made to
Mr. Stanaore at Madrid.  Very well. It is then an efta-
blifhed rule, that we are not to believe a court has motives for
their condu@, which motives they do not own, altho we have
the ftrongeft reafons imaginable to believe fuch motives true.
Another rule, which this author would dé well to eftablifh at
the fame time, and which is founded on as much reafon as
the former, is this; that we are to believe all the motives which
a court thinks fit to give out, to account for their condud,
altho we have the plaineft proofs imaginable that thefe motives
are falfe. Such logic as this was never intreduced into poli-
tics, I believe, before; and I am perfuaded that you, Mr.
D’ Anvers, will excufe me, if 1 {pend no tme in anfwering
it. Let me defire you however, before 1 leave this argument,
to turn to the thirteenth and fourteent h pages of the Enquiry,
where you will fiad that the enquirer fays, the imperial mi-
nifters at Cambray, at London and at Paris; talked the very
language, which the defonder of the Enquiry fays the Spa-
niards were always athamdd to make ufe of *.  Nay, the en-

* Page 19.
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quirer adds; that ¢ vpon the fisf public news of ‘the Vietna
¢ treaty at Madrid, the difeour{cs ol many were taught to
“run that way, and to dwell upon that fame popular topie.”
a.” -

2

oy

Tar f{econd of thefe arguments i this. If the news of
fending back ‘the infanta from France, and of Great Britain’s
réfufing the fole mediation, had both come to Madrid before
Rirprrpa was fent from thence; even this ¢ could not have
« really been, and would not have been pretended to have been
¢ the motive of what was afterwards done at Vienna.” And
why, pray? Becaufe when the news of our refufing the fole
mediation did come, the court of Spain acknowledged it to
be 2 reafonable proceeding. This, you fee, is built on the
principles laid down in the laft article, and deferves no far-
ther notice. 'But on the neiws coming to Madrid, that the
infanta was fent home, he confefles that the « court of Spain
““might, by fuch circamftances, be induced to try what hono-
“rable terms the emperor would come to.” This conceffion goes
farther than he is aware of ; for I defire to know ifit is reafon-
able to believe that Spain would have treated with the empe-
ror, when the cafe had happened, why it is unreafonable to
believe that Spain did begin to treat with him on almoft 1 cer-
tain profpe@ that the cafe would happen ; which is the great
point we have been contending about ? Ay, but Spain would
not have treated with the emperor to hurt Holland and Britain,
becaufe Spain had been hurt by France ; nor would the em-
.peror have entered into a treaty to hurt them, who had no
part in the affront to Spain and never injured the emperor.
Again; much les would the king of Spain fend a minifter to
Vienna to enter into and finith treaties, which fhould hurt
other nations, upon a {ufpicion that France would hereafter
affront him. I could make feveral refle@ions on fome of the
expreflions in this place; and on the turn, which the author

2 takes,
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takes, of putting fome very odd arguments_into my mouth 3
and, what is ftill more, into the mouths of the emperor and
the king of Spain. But I forbear; and -content myfelf with
faying two things, which will effectually blunt the point of all
the wit employed in this paragraph, and fully anfwer the
whole of what is faid farther upon this fubje&, In the Defence
of the Enquiry.

Frast then ; as far as I am from being, or pretending to
be, a mafter in politics, which degree this writer feems to have
taken long ago, I never imagined that the affront, confidered
merely as an aftront, precipitated Spain into all the engage-
ments {he took with the emperor tho, by the way, he mi-
ftakes very much, if he thinks, as he fays, that he may deny
new frefh refentments to determine the conduét of princes,
exactly upon the fame grounds, as I have denied that old {tale
refentments have this effed. What I imagined, what 1 faid,
and what 1 proved was, that this affront, confidered as a ne-
ceffary breach with France, at leaft for a time, would throw
Spain into fuch circumflances of diftrefs, as fthe was to pre-
vent by all poflible means ; and that therefore reafon of itate
determined in this cafe ; thono doubt the affront, at the fame
time, provuked the Spﬂniards. Thus I am confiftent with
myfelf ; and the author might have fpared himfelf the trouble
of writing this elaborate paragraph, if he had adverted to my
fenfe, inftead of playing with my words.

SgconpLY; as to the emperor, our author is ‘guilty of beg-
ing the queftion; for the emperor will infift, as he has m-
fiffed, that his engagements were not engagements to injure
any body ; that he entered into no offenfive alliance 3 and
that, when he exadted from Spain the guaranty of the Oftend
trade, and of his fucceffion, he exaded the guaranty of no-

thing
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thing but of that, which he judges he has an independent
right to eftablith and fecure, ~As to Spain, it will be likewife
faid, that when his catholic majefty treated with the emperor,
he never meant to hurt other nations, but to fecure his own
interefts ; that if his guaranty of the Oflend trade hurts the
Dutch or us, he is forry for it ; but could no more avoid that
engagement than he could feveral others extremely difadvan-
tageous to himfelf, and into which he was however obliged to
enter, becaufe he was obliged to purchafe the emperor’s al-
liance at any rate: that therefore we muft not blame him,
who oppoféd the eftablithment of the Oftend company, whilft
he could do it, without any {upport from us ; who never gave
his guaranty to it, till he ‘was forced to do fo, by the ne-
ceflity of his affairs; into which neceflity he was falling for
above a year together, without feeing the hand of Britain once
ftretched forth to hinder it. Such anfwers as thefe would cer-
tainly be given; and, in the mouths of the imperialifts and
the Spaniards, they would be juft.

Ir, after all that has been faid, this gentleman is unable,
upon my notions, to account for the king of Spain’s refolute
flying from the mediatorfhip of France, I am fure it is not my
fault. A few facrifices did indeed help to pacify Spain, and
to reconcile her to France; and a fow facrifices might, for
aught I know, have reconciled our quarrels ; or, which is
better, have prevented them. But as no one can forefee now
when fuch facrifices will be made here ; fo neither could Spain,
at the time when fhe fent to Vienna, forefce when fuch fa-
crifices would be made in France,

Uron the whole matter, and to conclude this tedious arti-
cle; if the way in which I have endeavored to account for
the relolution taken by. Spain to abandon the mediation of

Crunbmy,




DEFENCE OF THE ENQUIRY,&c 255
Cimbray, and to treat at Vienna, be not right, I thould be
glad to now what the right way is. No other, which this
centleman, or any reafonable man will venture to {fupport,
has been yet pointed out. But I apprehend the account 1
have given to be a juft one ; becaufe it is built on fa& and
reafon; becaufe the event hath, in every refpect, counfirmed
it; and becaufe it (hews not only why Spain broke with
France, and applied to the emperor ; but why Spain entered
into thefe new meafures, after the death of the duke of Or-
praxs, which it cannot be pretended fhe ever thought of do-
ing, while that prince was alive. If now this account be a
juft one, many melancholy but ufeful truths refult from it.

But I need not point out thefe things. The world will
difcover them, without any help of mine, and will judge how
well the Enquiry hath been vindicated, by the author and de-
fender of it upon this head.

The next point, upon which my reafonings and imputati-
ons are to be tried at his tribunal, is that of Gibraltar ; and
here he fets out, by accufing me, not in terms indeed, but
:n a manner almoft as plain, of lying, of dire&, prcmeditated
lying. 1 will keep my temper, tho a field large enough is
opened to me, and tho the provocation is not a little aggravat-
ed by the folemn air with which this accufation is brought,
by the pretences to patience and meeknefs and candor, and
by all the appeals to God with which my accufer hath, m
feveral parts of this treatife, endeavored to captivate the good
opinion of mankind, and to eftablifh his own reputation, that
he might make fure of ruining that of others, He calls to my
mind the characer of Mopsus in Tasso’s Aminta,

i
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—————— di quel Morso

Ch’ a ne la lingua melate parole,

E ne le labra un’ amichevo! ghigno,
pve toRuSe e Lot le il valbin
Tien fotto il manto.

I witr have the decency not to tranflate the verfes into
englifh.

It is not neceffary that I fhould fay much about the jea-
loufies which this author feems to complain arofe at one time,
left Gibraltar would be given up or artfully betrayed into the
Spaniards hands ; nor about the vigorous defence of it, which
was made afterwards. ‘Thus much however I will fay, that
when Sir Joun JenNiNGs was called home, with all the troops
embarked on board his fquadron, juft before the fiege, and
even from the neighborhood of Gibraltar; when the Spaniards
were {uffered, under Sir Cuarres Wacrr's eyes, to tranfport
by fea many things neceflary for the attack of the place; and
when it was known that the town wanted almoft every thing
neceflary for the defence of it, people ftood a-gaze, and not
without reafon. The cries of the nation precipitated at laft
the j’ upplies, and the vigor of the garrifon made a glorious ufe
o¢ them,

I come now to the accufation brought againft me by this
writer. T faid, in my Letter to you, that the Spaniards ground
their prefent claim to the reflitution of Gibraltar, on a ¢ pri-
“wvate article in a treaty made with them in 1721, ftipulating
“ the contents of a letter to be written by the Jate king, and on
¢ the letter written in purfuance of thisarticle.” This is the
fa&. The accufation is, that there is no fuch article in the

treaty ;
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treaty ; and many words are employed to cut off all pretences
of excufe, and to pin the lie upon me. Now I defire it may
be obferved, in the firft place, how very exa@ and knowing a
critic this gentleman is3 who, after pronouncing with fo much
cmphuﬁ oy that She hath read the treaty himfelf, and findsno
« one article belonging to it, which hath the leaft relation to
¢« this fubje&,” procecds to mention the treaty, and quotes a
wrong one. No man would have imagined that fuch a ftipu-
lation could have been. fuppofed to be in the defenfive alliance
between Great Britain, France and Spain, of the thirteenth of
June, 1721, who had known that there was a diftin& pri-
vate treaty, of the fame date, between Great Britain and Spain.
But this, it feems, wasa fecret to my accufer ; tho the treaty
had appeared printed in_the fourth volume of RousseT s col-
le&ion, when he committed this miftake. Tt was of this
treaty I meant to fpeak; and the reafon why I exprefied my-
LIf in that manner was this. I bave had fome ycars by me
an extraét of this very treaty, which was long kept a great
fecret, and for the keeping of which fecret there is an exprefs
provifion in the fixth article of it.. When the treaty became
public, I found that my extrat of the feveral articles was
exad; and therefore I gave the more credit to the feparate ar-
ticle, mentioned in the fame extrad, as belonging to this treaty,
and ftipulating the contents of a letter to be written: by the
late king. The letter 1 never faw; but the account I have
had.of it by thofe who have read it, agrees with my extradt.
All this induced me to think, that there was fuch a feparate
and more private asticle, belonging to this private treatys; nor
was I at- all furprifed to fee the treaty come abroad without
this article ; knowing full well that treaties often appear, when
the feeret articles belonging to them -do not ——-This is a true
flate of the cafey and willy I believe, fufficiently juftify me
for what I writ. But I have not yet done with my accufer.

Vor. L L1 Let
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Let it be, that no fuch private article, as T was Jed to fup-
pole, does exift, or was ever cxecuted. Will he venture tg
fay that no fuch article was drawn up, as he exprefles hime
felf, about the treaty of pacification > Will he venture to deny
that if our miniffers: were afraid to fign fuch an article, and
therefore did not fign it, the reafon on which the Spaniards
were induced to recede from this point, was that fomething
equivalent thould be done; and that this fomething was- his
late majefty’s letter to the king of Spain? I appeal,. in my
turn, to the loweft obferver, as well as the higheft, who-hath
gone about to-deceive mankind, this author or [ ;- thisauthor,
who conceals from the world what he knows, or might know,
with all the means of information which he has in his power;
and what fets the matter in quite another light than he hath
reprefented it - or I, who, having not the fame means of in-
formation, fell into an undefigned miﬂake; which does not
alter the flate of the cafe in favor of my argument, fince, if
the Spaniards accepted this letter, which was: writ in lieu of
the article which was not figned, their pretenfions, and no-

thing but their pretenfions are under confideration here, will
be ftill the fame.

As to the letter itfelf, what I affirm about it is, that: the
Spaniards pretend it is 2 pofitive €ngagement’ to reftore: Gi-
braltar to them, That this thould be allowed them, I am as
far from agreeing as this author cap poflibly be; bur that
the letter is fufficient to keep up their pretenfions, T aflirm -
and that in fa& they do keep up their pretenfions on this
foundation, is notorious. Was this gentleman to difpute the
point with the Spaniards, he might comment as much, and’
diftinguifh as fubtily as he pleafed, on the terms of the letter
the others would infift, that it was given them as an engage-
ment; that if they had not received it as fuch, they would

not
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not have departed from the article ; and I doubt they would
be apt to infinuate, that we could not have found a more pro-
per cafuift than himfelf, to diftinguifh us out of our obliga-
tions, amongft their own {choolmen, or amongft all the fons
of LoyoLA.

To fpeak ferioufly ; it were to be wifhed extremely, that
the Spaniards had not had this color for perfifting in their de-
mand of Gibraltar, or that it had been by an exprels and
clear ftipulation taken from them ; fince it is certain, that the
right and pofleflion of Gibraltar is nothing lefs than aicer-
tained to Great Britain by the preliminaries, as they ftand ;
« and confequently, that all claim of Spain toit again ig not ex-
“ tinguifhed.”

I contradi@ him in his own words, tho none of the pro-
pereft; and I will prove, in what T am going to fay, either
that he does not at all underftand the matter he talks {o magi-
fterially about, or that he attempts, in this inftance, to de-
ceive the world, by giving wrong interpretations to {fome
things, and by concealing others.

Ir then, altho the letter of the late king hath given the
Spaniards a pretence to claim Gibraltar, this claim is effectual-
ly barred, and even extinguifhed by the firlt general words of
the fecond article of the preliminaries ; how comes it to pafs
that Gibraltar was not fpecifically mentioned, in order to pre-
vent any future chicane ? It will be faid, I know, that as the
king of Spain’s acceflion to the quadruple alliance vacated any
promife which my lord StanHOPE might have made ; fo the
king of Spain, by confenting to thefe preliminaries, has vacat-
ed any engagement of this kind, which the letter may be’
{uppoled to contain ; and I, perhaps, fhall be quoted again as

I len ¢ one,




260 AN ANSWER TO THE

“ one, who muft neceffarily fee the force of this argament,”
But this author muft not judge of my eyefight by his own 7
for I {ce a manifelt difference between the two cafes. My lord
Stanuore’s promife is faid to have been conditional ; all al-
low that it was verbal; and I think it is allowed likewife, that
the late king never confirmed it. The fimple acceffion of
the king of Spain to the quadruple ailiance, might therefore
be thought very juftly fufficient to put the matter, at that time,
out of all difpute, for the reafons given by me, and quoted by
this author. But when the preliminaries were to be fettded,.
the king of Spain’s claim to the reftitution of Gibraltar refled:
on an engagement, or what he took for an engagement, en-
tered into by the late king, and under his majefty’s own hand,
Befides, this engagement, or promife, whether valid or not
valid, had been infifted upon as valid, ina formal treaty, and
had been made the foundation of the fecond article in the
defenfive alliance between the emperor and the king of Spain,
which relates to Gibraltar. It required therefore fomething
more to put an end to a claim founded in this manner, than
to a claim founded on any promife that my lord Stanuors
could make, Thefe confiderations could never efcape the
penetration of that moft able minifter, who negotiated the
preliminaries ; and therefore Iconclude, firft, that the Spa-
niards would not confent that Gibraltar fhould be mentioned
{pecifically in the fecond article; and, in the next place, that
they could refufe to. confent to it on no reafon whatever,
but this one, that their pretenfions to Gibraltar would be kept
alive, if it was not mentioned fpecifically, notwithftanding
the general words fo much infifted upon by this writer. He
has not therefore anfwered my demand ; nor thewn ¢ in the
““ preliminaries an article, which is indeed as exprefs and ef-
¢ fe@ual a confirmation of our right to Gibraltar, as if the
“ word Gibraltar had been put intoit.” But he goes on, and

obferves,
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obferves, ¢ that the latter part of this fecond article greatly
« ftrengthens the former; becaufe it is there ftipulated, that
« if any thing fhall have been altered with refpe& to rights
« and pofieflions, or not have been put in exccution, the alte-
« ration made, or the thing not executed, is to be difcuffed
« in the congrefs, and decided according to the tenor of the
« (aid treaties and conventions . that is, in his fenfe, accord~
ing to the tenor of the treaty of Utrecht, and of the quadru-

le alliance; for he mentiens no other, except that of Baden,
which hath nothing to do here. Now, fays he; ¢« nothing,
« either as to the right of Great Britain to Gibraltar, or to the
« poficflion of it, hath been at all altered ; nor hath there
« been any non-execution, &e.” From whence he infers, that
our right to Gibraltar is not included in this defeription of
points left to be difcufled in the congrefs. But how could he
avoid feeing that he affumes for granted the very thing dif-

ated ? No alteration hath been made in ¢ our right to
« Gibraltar, fays he; therefore this right cannot be difcufled.”
An alteration hath been made in this right, fay the Spaniards,
by a private engagement taken with us in 1721; therefore
this alteration is to be difcuffed at the congrefs. Who doth
not fee, that whether this right fhall be found to have been
altered, and what the alteration imports, are by this prelimi-
nary to be difcufled and decided at the congrefs ?

I tuing, 1 have now fhewn what I undertook, and what
this gentleman challenges me to (hew ; that is, I have {hewn
thofe general words in the prelimimrics, upon which the Spa-
niards may found a pretence for reviving their demand of Gi-
braltar ; or, to {peak more properly, fince they have never
ceafed to make it, for continuing this demand. But 1 have
undertaken fomething more ; and therefore will proceed to

{hew
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fhew what this gentleman was ignorant of, or what he .con-
cealed very unfairly, becaufe it is decifive againft him.

I Taing he could hardly be ignorant -that the fecond - arti-
cle of the preliminaries, not only recalls the treaties of Utreche
and Baden, and the quadruple alliance, as he quotes -the ar-
ticle, but likewife all treaties and conventions which prece-
ded the year 1725 ; which latter words he does ‘not quote.
Perhaps, he judged them unneceflary. If he did fo, he was
much miftaken ; for by the fifth article of the treaty of 1721,
between Great Britain and Spain, it is declared, < that all the
¢¢ pretenfions of both {ides, touching affairs not expofed in the
¢ prefent treaty, and which pretenfions are not comprehended
““in the fecond article of it,” fhall be treated of in the future
congrefs; which was at that time the congrefs at Cambray.
Now let it be obferved, that the affair of Gibraltar is not one
of the affairs expofed in this treaty.  Let it be obferved alfo,
that-the- pretenfion of the Spaniards to Gibraltar, is not one
of the pretenfions comprehended in the fecond article of it
and then let any man deny, if he can, that, in the intention
of Spain, thefe words were relative to the pretenfion, which
fhe acquired by the private engagement taken in the letter
fo often quoted. If the letter gave her a right, as the infifts,
it gave her a pretenfion certainly to claim -that right, and
this pretenfion is carefully preferved by the treaty of 1721,
I do not fay among other pretenfions; for I think I may
venture to fay, that ail other pretenfions are fpecified in the
treaty; even that relating to the free exercife of the Roman
catholic religion in Minorca : and therefore thefe words fiem
to have been fingly applied to the pretenfions of Spain on Gi-
braltar. Will not the Spaniards now infift, upen thefe foun-
dations, that they enjoyed in 1721, a right to .demand the

reflitu-
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geltitution of Gibraltar, by virtue of conventions then made ;

and that the fecond article of the preliminaries preferves entire,
to'all the contradting parties, whatever rights, as well as pof~
féflions, they had by virtue of any treaty or conventions, ante-
cedent to the year 1725 ; and that therefore the- firft general
words of the fecond preliminary preferve to them the right- of
demanding the reftitution of Gibraltar, as a right acquired by
conventions made before the year 17253 whilft the laft gene-
ral words of the fame preliminary -article preferve this right as
an alteration made in the treaty- of - Utrecht, and in the qua-

druple alliance?

‘How little weight foever the defender of the Enquiry may
allow to thefe obfervations;, which would 1 doubt have {fome
in a congrefs, yet he muft allow that they ought not to have
efcaped him, or to have been concealed by him; fince they
do certainly affe@ the merits of the caufe on which he has
{o pofitively pronounced judgment, without any regard “to
them. But I am almoft ready to ask your pardon, Mr. D'An-
virs, for faying fo much on this point, when-there is another .
more clear, and more decifive ftill behind.  Is it poflible our
quthor fhould never have heard of a certain public inftru~
ment, containing a declaration explanatory-of the prelimina-~
ries made by the Erench minifter at the Pardo, on the fourth
of March 1728, and accepted and confirmed by himfelf, and
by the Tmperial, Britifh, Spanifh, and -Dutch “minifters on the
fixth of the fame month? If this inftrument hath ever fallen
into his hands, and it is in every body’s elfe, did he never read
thefe words in it,  that all pretenfions, on all fides, {hall be
“ produced, debated, and decided in the fame congrefs ?” The
difputes about contrabands, and other complaints made by the .
Spaniards concerning the thip prince Freperic, and the dif~

putes about the reftitution of prizes, which articles are taken
notice
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notice of in the introdu@ion to this inftrument, are, by pare
ticular claufes in it, referred to the difcuflion and decifion of
the congrefs. To what purpole then were thefe general words
inferted? To what purpole was it ftipulated that all preten-
fions whatfoever (among which the pretenfion of the Spani-
ards to the reftitution of Gibraltar muft neceflarily be inclu-
ded ; fince, whether ill or well founded, it is fill a preten-
fion on their fide) (hall likewife be referred to the congtefs ; and
that his ¢ Britannic majefty thall be obliged to fland to what
< fhall be decided upon the whole?” ButI forbear to prefs this
matter any farther upon the gentleman; fince it would be, in
fome fort, like ftabbing him on the ground,

I proceed o the article of blacking up-the galleons 3 which
is the laft upon which I am. attacked in the Defence of the
Enquiry. And here 1 muft obferve again, that he is very far
from entering into a refutation of the arguments advanced by
me to prove, that feizing the galleons. was a meafure liable to
no objection, and. in cvery refpect preferable to that of block-
ing them up. He obferves indeed, upon Mr. Hosier’s letter,
that the tseafure had been, taken from on board the galleons,
when our fquadron  arrived -before Porto Bello. Now, with-
out making any refle@ions on the intelligence brought from
on fhore to the admiral, and taking it for granted, that all
this treafure was in time removed out.of his reach ; it will
ftill be true, that this circumftance proves: nothing in defence
of the meafure taken to block up the galleons, and not to
feize them ; fince whether they would have the riches on
board them or not, when Mr. Hosier thould arrive, could
not be known when his, inftruGions were drawn. If. all
thefe riches had ‘been actually at Porto Bello, when he
came thither, he would have had, in effe@, nothing.mere to
fay to the Spaniards, than what the orders, they had received

ok : ten
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ten days before from, old Spain imported ; which was, that
they {hould fecure the money in the country.

Tuz fingle point, infifted upon to juftify this meafure, and
which the writer pronounces to be {ufficient, is that the con-
trary meafure, that of feizing the galleons 1n port, with all
their treafure on board, if it had been pracicable, would ¢ have
« put Europe into a flame, by putting all the proprietors of
« thofe riches, whether French, Dutch or Spanith, into the
¢ oreatelt uneafinefs.” At the fame time, he allows that taking
thefe thips, if they had attempted, by force or ftealth, to
« come out, had been reafonable.,” Surel am it is enough to
fay in reply to this, that as to the uneafinefs which fuch a
{feizure might have given the Spanith proprietors, it deferved
no confideration ; that the French and Dutch proprietors
would have believed, or ought to have believed, their effeéts
as fecure in our hands, as in the hands of Spain ; efpecially in
a point of time, when they were, by treaty at lealt, en-
gaged on our fide in oppofition to Spain; and laftly, that
the diftinction between feizing the galleons at fea, or block-
ing them up in port, as if one was, and the other was not an
hoftility, is very manifeftly a diftin&ion without a difference 3
to prove which, I dare appeal to every man in Britain, whether
he would not efteem the hoftility as great, and the infult
greater, if a Spanifh fquadron fhould block up Portfmouth,
than if it {hould cruize in the channel, and take our fhips at
fea. The gentleman cuts the difpute fhort, by referring us to
the obfervations on the conduét of Great Britain ; and 1 (hall
readily join iffue with him, by referring, on my {ide, to the
Craftiman Extraordinary, in which thefe obfervations are fully
anfwered, and treated as they deferved to be.

Vor. 1. M m Hiving
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Havine mentioned the galleons, our author could not avoid
taking fome notice of a queftion I atked, in anfwering PypLi-
cot.a, and which he allows to be very material. His anfwers
to; it defcrve a fhort refleGion or two. ¢ Since the galleons
“ are coming home, hath Spain renounced thofe defigns, which
“ our fleet was fent to the Wefl-Indies to prevent ?” Thus he
ftates the queftion 5 and his anfwer is, « Truly T can't tell;
““ nor can any one in the world, who is not in the fecrets of
“ the court of Spain.” A little afterwards he afks the fame
queftion ; ¢« Has the king of Spain renounced his projeds P
that is, thofe defigns which our fleet was fent to the Weft-
Indies to prevent ? His anfwer is, ¢ Yes undoubtedly, as far as
“¢ articles ratified by him can bind; and as far as any con-
“ tracting powers can be bound by treaty to one another.” Let
vs fec what is urged between the firft and the fecond afking of
the fame queftion, to produce fuch a wide difference in the
anfwers. The king of Spain hath ratified the preliminaries,
in confequence of which the fiege of Gibraltar is raifed. Or-
ders are fent to reflore the South-fea fhip ; and he has pro-
nifed, that the effe@s of the galleons fhall be delivered. He
hath therefore renounced his projedts by treaty ; but whethes
he hath renounced them in his heart ; “whether he will go on
‘“to act an open and honeft part,” that is more than our author
ean tell. It is more likewife than any one will defire, that he
or thofe, for whom he is an apologift, thould pretend to tell,
or be anfwerable for. But let us fee what they are anfiver-
able for ; what has been really done by treaty ; what we have
obtamed to make us fome amends for the rotting of our thips ;
for the lo§s of fo many thoufand lives, and for the depreda-~
tions and hoftilities which this author founded fo high for-
merly 3 and which were carried on with redoubled vigor, dur-
ing the pacific blockade of the galleons---The effe@s of the
galleons are to be delivered. I congratulate the Dutch and

2 the
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the French upon it 5 but efpecially the latter, who have fuch
immenfe wealth on board them. Our thare is, I fear, a fmall
one; too fmall to bear any proportion to the expence we have
been at, or the lofles we have fuftained.—--Orders are fent to
reftore the South-Sea fhip ; but the claims of the Spaniards
cither on that fhip, or on any account, ar¢ preferved to them,
and referred to a congrefs, by whofe decifion we muft abide ;
and nothing is ftipulated, which may fecure to our merchants
a juft recompence for the numberlefs feizures and capturcs of
their effe@sand fhips.——-The fiege of Gibraltar is raifed ; but the
right to the poffeflion of that place hath not been effectually put
beyond difpute. The obftinacy and the chicane of the Spa-
niards have prevailed fo far, that they preferve, even by the
preliminarics, a pretence for bringing this right to be decided
in the congrefs; and I (hall be glad to hear what ally we have
there, on whofe good offices we can depend for fecuring to us
the right of poflefling, and the poflcflion of this important
place.----Upon the whole, I am extremely forry to find, that
I was fo much in the right, when I advanced that no man
could fay, with truth, that the main things in difpute between
us and Spain, were yielded to us before the return of the
galleons ; anlefs he reckoned our keeping Gibraltar, and I
might have added the prowring (atisfaction to our merchants,
not 2mong the main things in difpute, but among thofe of
lefs importance.-—-—[ fay very fincerely, that I had much
rather have been refuted.

It appears, I think, from what hath been faid, that the
quthor and defender of the Enquiry, has not only been given
up by his own fide, but even by himf{elf, in feverdl particu-
Jars; and feveral other points, which were infifted upon in
the Enquiry, and have been difputed in other writings, are

Mm 2 ' e.ther
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cither not mentioned at all in the Defence, or in fuch a {l'ght
manner as plainly fhews the author’s confcioufnefs that he
cannot {upport them, tho he is very unwilling to give them
entirely up: fo that the author gave a very partial title to his
laft production, which can be jultly called, at beft, a De-
fence only of fome points in the Enquiry, and is, more pro-
perly fpeaking, a ¢ Recantation of it, with a few particular
¢ exceptions.”

Bur now, Mr. D’Awvers, what fhall I fay to you in ex-
cufe for {o many and fuch long letters? The beft thing I can
fay, is to aflure you, and I do it very {olemnly, that T will
trouble you with no more of them, The gentleman, to whom
I have now replied, may enquire and defend, as much as he
pleafes, without any farther moleflation from me. When I
began to write on this fubjec, I meant nothing lefs than the
filiy ambition of having the laft word in a difpute. 1 faw,
like every other man, the public diftrefs. I thought I difcern-
ed the true and original caufe of it. The affeation, which
I obferved to turn ws off from this fcent, fortified me in my
opinions, and determined me to examine what was chdgf-H
againft them. I have done fo; and if in doing it, I have
contributed in any degree to open the cyes of my countrymen,
on their true, and on their miftaken interefls, [ have obtained
the fole end which I have propofed to myfelf. I love and I
hate; I efteem and I defpife ; but in a cafe of this moment, [
thould abhor myfelf, if any regard to perfons, any confide-
ration, except that of truth, had guided my hand in writing.

I BeGan by afking pardon of this author for an injuftice
which I have done him through error, not malice ; and I fhall
conclude with affuring him, that upon whatever principle he

may
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may have treated me, as I think I did not deferve, I lay down
my refentment with my pen, and remain in chriftian charity

with him.

| petury to the bufinefs of my low profeffion in life; and
if T was worthy to advife him, I would advife him to return

to that of his high calling;

haroe
ciarge.

to feed the fleck committed to his
That 1 may the more cffectually perfuade him to

t1ke a refolution fo much for his own honor, and for the ad-

vantage of the church,

{ will exhort him to ity in the words

of the apoftolical conflitutions, with fome very little variation,
in order to render the paflage more applicable.

Sit autem epilcopus turpis
lucri non quacfitor, pracfertim
de Gentilibus; malitque detri-
mentum capere, quam inferre.
Non fit avarus; non maledi-
cus, non falfus teftis, non ira-
cundus, non contentiofus, non
negotiis, litibulque {ecularibus
implicitus; non pro alio {pon-
for, aut m caufis pecuniariis
advocatus. Non ambitiofus,
non duplicis fententiae,” non
bilinguis; calumniae & male-
dicentiae non cupidus auditor;
non hypocrita, fallaciis vanis
non utens. Quia hacc omnia

Deo

¢ Let a bifhop then not be

« fond of making his court
« for gain, and efpecially to
¢« the Gentiles. Let him ra-
¢ ther receive than do an in-
« jury. Let him not be given
« to evil {peaking, nor to bear
« falfe witnefs. Let him not
<« be wrathful nor contentious.
« Let him not be engaged in
« the bufinefs and difputes of
« the world. Let him not be
« ready to anfwer for others
¢« Let him not be the advo-
¢« cate of private intereflt in
¢« public caufes. Let him not
¢« he ambitious, nor double-
¢« minded,nordouble-tongueds
¢ Let him ufe neither fimula-
« tion nor diflimulation in h's
€ ocon-
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Deo funt inimica, daemonibus conduct; nor vain and fal.

grata. ¢ lacious fophifms in his dif-

“ courfe, For all thefe things

Conflit. Apoftolic, lib, ii. < are hateful to God, and
cap. 6. “ pleafing to the devil.

I am,

Mr. D’'Axvers, &c.

JOHN TROT
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