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We on Our part might have resented it by an
instant declaration of war ; but when it cornes
Up for consideration long afterwards, as a
raatter of national complarnt, it must be viewed
with more calmness. If Our insurrection had
in fact proved to be a niere riot which had
been suppressed by our civil authorities, the
belligerent rights conceded to the insurgents
would have been only an expression of ill-will
against us, of as little practical importance
pehaps as our OWn recognition of Hungary,sornie years.ago, not mereîy as a belligerent,
but as anation. The concession of bell1igerent
irights to our insurgents was not the cause of
the fitting ot of the privateers. They were
flot fitted out tili long after the war had be-
corne a perfectly estaùlished fact, recognized
as such by the whole civilized world.

This item in one list of grievances is usually
spoken of as the climax of ail injuriès,-the
Crowning wrong and indignity that no mer-ely
hurnan patience could be expected tamely toendure. Mr. Sumner denounces the declara-
tion of neutrality as a declaration of equalitybetween our national government and the
rebel "siavemongers ;" as an insuit to ourgoverinent; as a "&moral absurdity,-offen-
sive to reason and to ail those precedents
which makes the glory of the British name."Is there not sorte sligrht confusion of ideas inthis view of the case? Ail that we bad anylegal right to demand of England was a strict
anmd impartial neutraîity -- and the sum andsubstance of ail our complaints against bergovernrnetit is simply that she did not faith-fully fulfil that obligation. TJhe Queen's Pro-clamation of neutrality cani bardly be said tohave been intrinsically wrongfui and offensiveOf itself. It was a warning and comnmand toher subjects to do the very thing that weinsist they were bound to do, and the verything and only thing which we had a right toinsist that they sbouîld do. The fact that therebels were "slavemrongers") (to use theclassical expression of Mr. Sumner) bas no-thin to do with the maLter. So far as theobligation of neutrality 'vas concerned, Eng-land placed both comnhatant parties uponequal ground. If she had donc otherwise, itwould not have been neutrality; -if any thingin the time and Tuanner of i.ssui'ng the procla-mnation justifies us in saying that it was aPremnature concession, "&a hasty recognition,"
Wee mnay bave hud cause to take ofence : but
it i*% difficult to conceive how it cani be madethe subject of a treaty. It cannot be paid forIn mny it istoo late now to resent it bv adecaýtiyn'of ar, ft is sheer absurdity totalk of retraction or apoîogy. There is abso-lutely nothing tbat we cati ask the British'government to do about it,-and it is impos-sible to understand M-bat Mr. Sumner pro-poses that we should do as to this (as bieseerns to consider it) most important item in

,our Iist of wrongs.
By far the greatest part of the wrong which,

England inflicted upon us during our late
struggle, is one wbich money cftnnot pay for,
and whiich no treaty cani adjust. When our
rebellion, unprovoked and unreasonable as we
considered it, first broke out, we flattered
ourseives that we were upholding law!ul
authority against revolutionary violence and
disorganization ; tbat the world generally
would understand that our disturbances had
their origin in the domestie conflict of opinion
in this country on the subject of slavery : that
it w&5 also universally known that the entire
secession movement was in tbe interest of
slavary as a permanent and dominant national
interest; and that althougrh, from our position,
we claimed o111Y to uphold and niaintain the
Clonstitution, and the existence and authority
of tje Union under it, and so were not at
libeity directly to assail slavery in its local
strongholds, we at the North at least deplored
its existence, and would be gla(l to witness
its dowvnfall. WVe supposed that England also
was sincerely, and on p)1inciple, a foe to
slavarY ; but we were not at ail prepared for
tile ciscovery that she was a tbousand tintes
morTaafoe to democracy. Nothing cou1d have
beer more disnal and overwbelming, than our
disappointmient at finditig that aIl the sympa-
thies of the British public and ail the moral
weight of British opinion were on the side of
our foes. 0f course, it was no matter of sur-
prise tbat a large portion of the people of
Grett Britain, imperfectly informed of the
m&rts of the c-se, and perhaps caring about
therl but littie, should bave bestowed their
applause and sympathy upon the party which
seemaed numerically the weaker, yet defended
its cause with such spirit, and with such a
bruilant promise of success. But tbe difficulty

* lai' nuchdeeper. The cry everywbere througb-
out the kingdom was that tbe great republie
had broken Cdown, and aIlI England clappcd
its bands witb delîght. En gland rejoiced and
triumnPhed at the prospect of our dowmmfall
witbout reserve and without disguise. We
were everywbere denounced as more wrong-
doers. Our efforts to defend our Union and
preserve our nationality were stigmatized
everYwbere as unj ustifiable and unchristian
obstlnacy, in prolonging a hopeless and mean-
ingless, and for that reason a brutal and in-
humnan war. There was not a word of en-
couragement or sympatby for us (with a very
few honourable exceptions) fromn the periodical
press,î-froin the peerage-frorn parliament-
the clrgy-the arrny-the navy-or the com-
mercial classes. Bankers bastened to lend
their money to the rebels, and tbe confederate
boan was current on the London Exchange at
a bigher rate than that of the United St'ates.
So far as the public opinion of a country cati
be expressed in any mode intelligible to other
nations, it was with substantial unanimity
against us, and in favour cf our enemies. The
whole moral weight of England was upon the0
side of the Confederates ; and ashe did aboult.
ail she could, short of actually declaring war
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