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tcreft to oppofc and hinder a difcovcry of this

paffage, ufe every art to deftroy all credibiiity

of it.

I pcrfuade myfelf I am quite difpaflionate : I

have fairly propofed two exceeding ftrong ob-

jcftions to it: i. from the prodigious length of

.the paflagcj fuch as one ffannot without thic

^reatcft difficultypcrfuadc themfclves exifls at all

in nature; and 2. from its never being knov^n

Xo be navigated by thofe Indians, who come to

Hudfon*s Bay from the Auftralian ocean, and
•who to be fure would ufe it, ifthey knew of fuch.

Nor can one admit any anfwer whatever to this;

not fcarcely, tho' ever fo well authenticated, rela-

tions in favour of the palTagc; but only the

ibppofing it to lye in fome other trad than that,

which thefe Indians ufe, who vifit our fettle-

ments in Hudfon's Bay.

On the other hand, notwithftanding the

ftrength of thefe objcdlions-, I confefsDeFonte's

relation, even with its inaccuracies and fomc
miftakes, does yet carry with it fuch an air of

fimplicity and truth, and the circumftance of

meeting Gibbons and Shapely, is fo ftrong in its

favour, that I cannot think myfflf at liberty

quite to rejedl it.

But then as after all, it will not prove that

there is any fuch N. E. paffage as can be navi-

gated, uninterruptedly by fhips ; fo muft it

therefore appear of much lefs importance to have

it fully difcovered i and yet it muft be owned,

if navigable only for boats, that it highly de-

ferves very ferious confiderations from the

government...•:•. What


