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^xpcriCC's f." But this is a very Ihaliow argument, for,

have we not. Sir, the fame right to afk,' and the fame

po/Tibility (the author implies no more) of a power, to

infift on an indemnification as well by retaining any

other conqueft as Canada ? Mod certainly we have, and

moft certainly we ought, to make our preference fubor-

dinate to our own interefts and not the convenience of

an enemy. The other part of the argument is faid to be

** the difficulty the French themfelves will be under of

*« retaining their relllefs fubjedls in America from en-

*' croaching on our limits, and difturbing our trade,

" and the difficulty on our parts of preventing encroach

-

«• mcnts that may poffibly exifl many years without

" coming to our knowledge X" But as this part en-

tirely depends on the objedts of our demands in North

America, ?nd in fa6l would be the only material foun-

dation for us to keep Canada, I fhall confider that point

pretty largely. I do not mean to infifl merely oii the

difadvantages of the commerce of Canada, my intention

is not to cavil upon particulars, but to obviate every

caufe for it hereafter. If the pofTeffion of Canada would

give us that fecurity we want, or, at leaft, ought to

want, in North America, or would prove of anv great

detriment to the future growth of power in France, I

would readily wave them as inconfiderable. I do not

think either of thefe will be the confequence, and fhall

prefently give my reafons why I think fo ; and if it is

found that Canada will not give us fuch fecurity, where-

fore fhould we incumber ourfelves with it, when it

would prove a dead load of expence to us ? and where-

fore fhould we pay fuch a regard to the French, when it

would prove a dead load of expence to them ? It could
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