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CONTINUATION OF SUMMARY

OF

PROCEEDINGS ON THE TRIAL.

IN the present volume are printed the remainder of the
Speeches of Mr. Hastings’ Counsel, in answer to the several
Charges maintained against him by the Managers for the
House of Commons: and we resume our Summary of Pro-
ceedings at the point of the production of evidence in
Defence on the first Article of the impeachment.

On the 1st of May, 1792, the eighty-first day of the trial, 1792.

‘Mr. Law proceeded to adduce written evidence to show mgﬁooi:
that Cheyt Sing nad no claim to the favour of the Company fhe first
from the conduct of his father, Bulwant Sing; and to prove,
from the circumstancss of his investiture with the Rajaship
of Benares, that the sovereignty over his territory had been
reserved to the Company. He then called Viscount Stor- Examina.

*  tion of Vis-
mont, to prove that, when he was Ambassador at the Court comnt
of France, in the year 1777, he had sent to Mr. Hastings
privately such information of the designs of the French
Government against the British power in India, as fully
justified him in the measures he at that time took for putting
the Company’s provinces in a state of defence. The pro-
ceedings of the day terminated with the production of
written evidence on the subject of the demands made on

a3
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Cheyt Sing for contributions in money and troops in aid
of the Company.

On the 3rd of May, the case for the Defence was con-
ducted by Mr. Plumer, who gave in further papers on the
subject of the exactions made on Cheyt Sing; and, after-
wards, produced evidence to show by precedents the legality
of the delegation of their power by the Council of Bengal to
Mr. Hastings. Resistance was made by Mr. Burke to the
admission of -much of the evidence, on the grounds of its
being inapplicable, and that the precedents cited were not
parallel to the case; but he declined to make an argument
of his objections, and the Court allowed the papers to be
read.

The succeeding subjéct of the Counsel’s evidence was the
distress of Major Camac’s detachment, ‘occasioned by Cheyt
Sing’s unpunctuality in his payments. Mr. Plumer produced
a letter of . Major Camac, with an enclosure of extracts from
two letters referred to init. Exception was immediately taken
by the Managers to the extracts, on the ground of absence of
proof of their being the identical papers mentioned in the
letter. After some altercation, it was ruled by the Lord
Chancellor—Earl Stanhope supporting him—that it was a
case of probable evidence, and that “ where the body of the
letter so refers to the enclosure, and the enclosure so far
corresponds, as to raise a ‘probability [of its identity],

‘the Court will read this letter, subject to bave that ‘proba--

bility refuted by any evidence that may be given on the
other side.” 'Mr. Burke protested against this decision, as
contrary to a previous ruling of his Lordship, but was stopped
by Earl Stanhope reminding him that he was arguing a
point not now before the Court. :

After the close of the discussion, Mr. Plumer and Mr.
Law brought forward documentary evidence to prove * the
distress sustained by the Company at the period when Cheyt
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Sing was withholding his assistance.” The question recurred 1792.
of the admissibility of an enclosure in a letter, without proof

of its identity ; but- Mr. Burke waived further objection,

under a protest conveyed in these words: ¢ The same objec- Mr, Burke's
tion lies to this that lies to the other; but, your Lordships s
having decided that, we have made it a rule with ourselves

to give as little delay as possible; therefore we make no
objection, leaving it to  your Lordships to judge how far,

on future trials, a great deal of evidence produced this day

may be considered as precedents,”*

On the 9th of May, various letters were produced by the Evidence of
Counsel to prove the necessities of the Company, pccasioning o an tho
the exactions from Cheyt Sing. And these were followed
by evidence of the communication of the demands made on
Cheyt Sing to the court of Directors -and to the Secretary
of State. Mr. Dallas then opened a new head of evidence, Neglect of
viz., that Cheyt Sing failed in observing one of the conditions Benarea.
upon which he held his zamindary, by neglecting' to maintain
a regular police. Occasional objections were raised by Objections

admission

Mr. Burke ; the principal of them being against the admis- Gt ho it

davits sworn

" sion as evidence in favour of Mr. Hastings of the affidavits ¥ imoer

sworn before Sir Elijah ITmpey, and which the Managers
themselves had put in evidence against him. Mr. Burke’s
argument was, that *the Managers produced these affidavits
against Mr. Hastings, not as being found upon the Com-
pany’s records, but as being transmitted, authenticated by
himself, and sent here as papers in his own justification ;”—
but that, when brought forward for the purpose of defending
him by criminating a third person, they became inad-
missible. On the Lord Chancellor’s overruling the objec-
tion, Mr. Burke, although supported by Earl Fitzwilliam,

*. Gurney’s Report, MS,, p. 58.
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declined the Chancellor’s offer to refc.r the point to the
decision of the House.

On the 10th of May, the earlier part of the sitting was
occupied in reading cvidence on the part of the Defence, to
establish precedents for the treatment of Cheyt Sing on his
failing in the payment of the sums exacted from him; to
prove acts of rebellion on his part against the Company ;
and to justify the measures taken by Mr. Hastings for the
government of the province of Denares after Cheyt Sing's
expulsion. The documents were handed in by Mr. Dallas.
Major Osborne was then examined by Mr. Law on the
subject of the disaffection of Cheyt Sing, and the general
success and popularity of Mr. Hastings’ administration.
Objection was made by Mr. Burke to much of the witnees'’s
cvidence, ns grounded on mere hearsay reports; and in some
instances he was supported by the Court. Ile then entered
upon a cross-examination of Major Osborne, which occupied
the remainder of the sitting. An interruption occurred
during an attempt to elicit that the Nawab had been in-
duced, by complaints against the witness, to decline his ser-
vices. Lord Stanhope objected to the inquiry as irrelevant,
and was angrily replied to by Mr. Burke, who, in the course
of his observations, said, ¢ I come here well knowing the sub-
ject matter and well knowing what it is fit for me to ask upon
it; and therefore those persons who do not know the subject
matter, or pretend to know my duty better than I do, are
upon no account to control me in the exercisc of it.”*
After observations by Mr. Law and Mr. Wyndham, one of
the Managers, the Lord Chancellor directed the witness to
answer the question put by Mr. Burke.

The cross-examination of Major Osborne was continued
on the following court-day, the 15th of May. After its

* Gurney's Report of the Iroceedings, MS,, p. 116,
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conclusion, Mr. Markham, who had been Assistant Resident 1792,
at Benares in the year 1778, and subsequently Resident, was pramive-
called by the Defendant’s Counscl and examined for the re- vy
mainder of the day, and oa the following court-day, the 1Gth

of May, oa the whole subject of transactions connected with

Cheyt Sing. His evidence was considered of much value

on behalf of Mr. Hastings.

The three ensuing court-days, the 22nd, 23rd and 30th,

-of May, were devoted to the cross-examination of Mr. Mark-

ham, conducted by Mr. Anstruther and Mr. Burke. At the
opening of proceedings on the last day, Mr. Markham stated Xr. Mart-
to the Court that, a few minutes before, he bad received a l&:-: e
note from Mr. Burke enclosing a letier written by Mr.
Markbam to his father, the Archbishop of York, from Be-

nares, in January, 1762, immediately aiter the disturbance
there ; and that Mr. Burke, in his note, had desired him to
correct his evidence ia some instances, where, he said, it had

been rather inmaccurate 1le desired that the whole of the

letter might be read in Court.

Mr. Burke explained that he had accidentally found the

letter three days before, and had eent it to Mr. Markham

under the idea that it would help his recollection of the

eveats he was giving evidence concerning.  1lis note to Mr.
Markham accounted for the letter being in his possession, by
ftating that it had been given to him, as a member of the

Sclect Committee on India, by the Archbishop, immediately

after his receiving it; and it went on to say, “I eend it as I
received it, and I keep no copy. I have marked some parts

with a pencil. As the transaction was g0 many years ago,

and your memory may easily not have served you perfectly,
perhaps you might wish to rend:r sone parts of your evi-

dence more exact. It is for that reason I now send it to

you, wishing you to make such use of it as you think proper;

but this I leave wholly to your own discretion. The lctter
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is in your sole possession. Perhaps you may think the mat-
ters marked of no moment. I shall make no use of it; and
it is, I think, more proper that you should have it than 1.”
The letter, which gave a general account of Mr. Hastings’
proceedings with Cheyt Sing, was read in Court. In the
“ History of the Trial,” it is stated that the letter, ¢ in every
point of any importance, agreed exactly with -the evidence
that Mr. Markham had given.” The History further throws

-ont an insinuation of disingenuousness on the part-of Mr.

Burke, asserting that he had * cross-examined Mr. Markham
for two days, just as a man would have done who had
studied the letter to the Archbishop, which letter Mr. Burke
had never seen, ss he assured the Court, from J uly, 1782,
-until he found it, in May, 1792, by accident.”*

On the day appointed for the resumption of the proceed-
ings, there was a difficulty in making a House. Mr. Burke,
unwearied in his prosecution of the great cause he had under-
taken the direction of, and ever intent on attaining his object
of a conviction, was the only one of the Managers present
at the proper hour for assembling; and.it was only by
the particular and earnest application of Mr. Hastings him-
3elf to individual gentlemen that the Court was formed. It
was now, indeed, apparent to him that his hope of seeing the
termination of his trial in the present session of Parliament
could not possibly be realised. The ardour with which the
proceedings had been taken up at their commencement by
the body of the Managers for the House of Commons, and

* In reference to this incident Mr. Adolphus remarks, that * the effect of
the transaction was to dissolve entirely, or rather to convert into hostility, the
sentiments of friendship which for so many years had subsisted between two
men so worthy of each other’s esteem as the archhishop and the senator.” He
adds, in a note, “ I have been informed, by a learned and most intimate friend
of Mr. Burke, that a correspondence respecting the authorship of Junius’s
Letters contributed to, if it did not produce, this alienation ; but I am not
informed of the date of such correspondeate. An open declaration of dislike
had not taken place till this period.”—Histary of England; Vol. v1,, p. 184,
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the interest in them exhibited by the general public, were in 792,
great measure extinct. The historian of the trial, in re- ﬁ.ﬂ;&ﬁ e
ference to the increasing slowness of its progress, points out, fo the pro-
that whereas, ¢in the first year, 1788, the Managers, twenty
in number, attended in a body; a House was always formed
by twelve o’clock, generally earlier; and the Court sat from
that time until five, and sometimes later, and sat thirty-five
days in that year; at present, in the year 1792, it is with
the utmost difficulty a House can be made before two; and,
though we are now in the last day of May, the Court has
only sat in this year sixteen days, but, in fact, not & third
the number of hours that it sat in the first year. Two,
three, or four, dressed Managers are all that attend—very
few of the Commons—and, of the Lords, originally one
hundred and eighty-six, there are not now more than from
thirty to forty.” * ,
~ Mr. Hastings had already, on ' previous occasions, urged Petition of
the Court to more continuous sittings, to greater expedition inss o the
in its proceedings, and to the retrenchment of whatever could
be considered superfluous in them. He now took the course
of a direct appeal to the Crown, petitioning that Parliament
might not be -prorogued until his trial was finished. Pro-
bably a hope of stimulating still further in his favour the
growing sympathy of the public mingled with more apparent
motives for urging such a request ; for he could have had no
expectation of its being acceded to. The petition to the
King was presented on the 30th of May; and, at the close
of proceedings on the following court-day, the 6th of June—
during which Lieut. Birrell, Col. Blair, Mr. Charles Grzme
and Capt. Wade, were examined by the Counsel, in order to
elicit evidence that Cheyt Sing had deliberately planned his

.. %% History of the Trial ;” Part v., p. 26, -
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insurrection against the Company—Mr. Iastings read the
following written address to-the Court:—

“ Before your Lordships retire to your chamber, I request that you
will have the goodness to permit me to make a short representation. It
will not take up five minutes of your time. ) .

“ My Lords, what I have to offer is, in my conception of i, of so
much consequence, that I would not venture to trust it to my- own
recollection: what I have to say I have, therefore, taken down in notes.
‘Will your Lordships have the goodness to permit me to read it ?

“ 1 bhave already, my Lords, upon former occasions, ventured to state
fo your Lordships the hardships which I sustained by the unexampled
length of this trial, even in the more early periods of it. I mean not
now to repeat them ; nor will it be necessary to show to your Lordships
how much they must be all aggravated by their subsequent extension.
I merely allude to them for the purpose, and for that only, of bespenking
your pardon for the liberty I now take in praying your Lordships to
allow me as much time as you can afford during this session to hear the
remainder of my Defence.

“ T should not so anxiously press this upon your Lordships, were I not
assured that your Lordships have no longer any call for your attention
to matters of greater consequence ;—if any matter can exceed in its
importance the course of a criminal trial protracted to so many yeare as
mine has been.

“ For my Defence to the Article now in evidence before your Lordships,
my Counsel will desire only to call two or perhaps three more witnesses—
certainly no more—selected from the survivors of a much larger number,
whom we forbear to call from respect to your Lordships’ time, and
from a consideration of the uncertainty of my life or of theirs enduring
to the end of a more complete refutation of the charge which the
Commons have preférred against me. The examination in chief of those
witnesses—for I cannot limit the time of the cross-examination, or
answer for that which may be lost by interruptions—will not take up
the compass of two, or at the most three, hours.

« Two more Articles. will then remain. - On one only will it be
necessary to call any parol evidence; and for that only three witnesses
—one a gentleman of very infirm health, who was settled with his family
in the south of France, but came to England in the first year of this long
trial, and has remained here till this time, in yearly expectation of giving
his evidence at your Lordships’ bar. Among the gentlemen whom I
claim to be allowed to produce in evidence to the Article now under
examination, there is one who, having given his attendance through a.
considerable part of the first year, when it became evident that he could -
not be called till the next, informed me that his means of subsistence,
though not his patience, was exhausted, and requested me to dispense
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with his evidence, that he might return to his service in India. I, with- 1792,
out hesitation, cheerfully consented. That gentleman accordingly went S
to India; served with credit two campmgns under Lord Cornwallis; i8 ing’s ad-
again returned to England, and again in attendance to give his evidence ‘}m;’,’.};
in my Defence. Your Lordships will not be surprised if I should feel a

_more than common anxiety not to lose a witness whom I have recovered
in so singular a manner from so many obstacles which threatened to
deprive me of the benefit of his testimony, nor to lose so impressive a
memorial of the extraordinary character of this impeachment.

“ It is hard, with so near a prospect of a close, to see it vanish into
darkness, and another year, or perbaps other years, if I should live to
see them, destined for the continuation of this trial.

“ Let me beseech your Lordships to recollect that more than five years
are already past since I first appeared at your Lordships® bar: and I am
sure that, if any one of the noble Lords who were then living and saw
me there had been told—if human wisdom, which is the result of human
experience, could have suggested such a conclusion—tkat more than five
years would have passed before I could have obtained a judgment, he
would have pronounced it against the course of nature to expect it, and
have resented the supfposition as an unmerited reflection on the justice
and dignity of this great kingdom.

“In the first year, which was the year 1788, the Court which your
Lordships now compose sat 35 days ; generally assembling at 12 o’clock,
sometimes earlier, and sitting till five, and occasionally later. This year
your Lordships have sat, within a week of the same period of time, only
16 days, and have seldom been able to open the Court much earlier
than 2 o’clock. I should be as ungrateful as unreasonable were I to
insinuate that these delays were imputable in the least to your Lordships ;
neither is it my design to impute blame to any; it is the effect, not the
cause, that I lament. Yet, my Lords, if I might be allowed to expostu-
late with those whose zeal, animating them to exertions and to a per-
severance of which, even in that body, there are few examples, brought
me to the situation in which I now stand, I might plead, and surely
without offence, that the rights and interests of the people of this king-
dom, and the honour of its Crown—which were the great inducements
stated by the Commons of Great Britain for calling together its highest
court of judicature, to sit in trial upon me—are at least ag much concerned
in their using the same exertions to promote the course of that trial, and
to bring it to an issue,

“ My respect forbids me to say more upon the subject; nor should I
have said so much, but to make it evident to your Lordshlps that, what-
ever causes of delay bave occurred, or may in future occur, in the course
of this trial—if it can be supposed that I would willingly be instrumental
to my own wrong—neither have been nor shall be in any wise imputable
to me. In proof of this, I may allude to, but I will not specify, the
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many constitutional and even personal means to which I havé had
recourse to accelerate the progress of the trial and remove every obstruc-
tion to it.

 That I might not again urge a request to your Lordships which it
might not be in your Lordships’ power to grant, I have profited by the
error which, I have been told, I committed in the petition which I last
year addressed to your Lordships, and have addressed an humble petition
to His Majesty, praying that he would be graciously pleased to permit
your Lordships to continue to sit till the close of the trial. I rely
with perfect confidence on His Majesty’s gracious disposition to grant
my prayer ; and, in that case, I do assure your Lordships that every pos-
sible means shall be used by me, and by the gentlemen whom you have
given me for my Counsel, to bring my Defence to & speedy conclusion.

“ If, which I reluctantly suppose, it shall be deemed unreasonable, or,
for .causes which cannot fall within the scope of my limited compre-

- hension, improper, I do most humbly and most earnestly entreat your

Lordships, in that case, that you will -afford me as many days as may be
necessary to bring the present Article to a close, and to allow my Counsel
to sum up the evidence on this Article, while it is recent in your Lord-
ships’ recollection.””* .

The request conveyed in the concluding passage of this
address was considerately regarded by their Lordships, and
exertions were made to advance thé proceedings by more
frequent sittings during the short residue of the session.

On the 7th of June, the evidence for the Defendant on
the first Charge was closed, by the examination of Lieut.
Grey, an officer originally in the Company’s and afterwards
in the King’s service; Col. Popham, who was employed
in principal command against Cheyt Sing; and Capt. Simes,
an officer in the King’s service, who had acted against Cheyt
Sing, and who had also been employed in India since the
commencement of the trial. The latter witness testified to
the high estimation in which Mr. Hastings was still held by
all' classes in India, and to the attachment of the people
to him. The cross-examinations’ were conducted by Mr.
Burke, with some few interruptions from the Counsel for

* Gurney’s Report, MS and “ History of ihe Trial ;? Part v., p. 27.
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Mr, Hastings, Lord Stanhope taking part in the discussions 1792
arising from them.

On the 9th of June, the nmety-second day of the. trial, e e
Mr. Dallas commenced his summing up of the evidence for §ftheev-
the Defence on the first Article of the Charge, continuing it
" on the 11th, and concluding it on the 12th of the same
month, His speech throughout was characterised by re-
markable clearness in the argument, and by fluency of
delivery. 'On its conclusion, the Court adjourned to the Adjourn-
second Tuesday in the next session.

" The Parliament assembled on Thursday the 13th of De-
cember in the same year, but the trial was not resumed

till the 15th of February, 1793 ; although, on the 11th of Committeo
the month, -on the motion of Major Maitland, a committee Fouseof
had been appointeéd by the House of Commons to consider S,
of the best means for expediting -the proceedings. During

the recess, Lord Thurlow, who had personally a high regard Betiremont
for Mr. Hastings, had resigned the Seals, and was succeeded Thurlow.
by Lord Loughborough, who' presided at the opening of the

Court.” The effect of the duration of the proceedings, now Changes in
entering the sixth.year, is strikingly pointed out by an e FomE
observation of the historian of the trial. He says,—* It

was impossible to view the Court without strong sentiments

of regret for the havoc which time had made amongst the
members of it since the Begum Article was opened in 1788.

At that time, one hundred and eighty-six Peers were present ;

on this day, from twenty-two to twenty-eight : one hundred

and twenty-one changes in the Peerage, since the year 1788,

having taken place.” *

" The first and second days of ‘the proceedmos in the year 1793,
1793-~the ninety-fifth and- ninety-sixth of the trial—were Mr.Law's _
occupled by Mr Law’s opemng of the Defence on the® 'Kmil’zim

second
C

L History of -the Trial ;' Part vi., p. 39, note.



1793.

Document-
Ary evie
dence,

Mr. Bris-
tow’s cor-
ruspond-
ence,

xii PROCEEDINGS ON THE TRIAL.

second Article of the Charge, rclating to the treatment of
the Begums of Oude.

~ On the 20th of Icbruary, the ninety-scventh day of the
trial, documentary evidence was handed in by Mr. Hastings’
Counsel, to show the amount of trcasure in the possession
of the Bow Begum, at the time of Suja~ud-Dowla’s death,
and to prove that it was the Nawab’s property, entrusted
to her custody in his lifetime ; that the succeeding Nawab
was intitled to all personal property of his father, save only
an eighth part of what remained after paying his debts; and
that he was in great pccuniary distress on account of a
heavy debt to the Company, inherited from his predecessor.
They then read a portion of the voluminous correspondenco
of Mr. Bristow, the Company’s Resident at the court of
Oude, with the Governor General and Council, on the
subject of the Nawab's treaty with the BDow Begum, in
1775, and his situation in consequcnce of her non-observanco
of it.

Ovjectionto  During the proceedings, a long discussion took place on

1Ng Ax-

trctsfrom an objection raised by the Manngers to the practice by

the Counsel of reading extracts only from the documents
produced ; unless the_Appendix, in which the remainder of
the papers would appear, might be considered as evidence
of itself. The Managers were told that it had already been

laid down that a document inserted in the Appendix was

not of itself evidence, simply because it was there inserted ;
but that they were at liberty to have the remainder of the

geveral papers read if they chose it; and that, if they would,

at the next sitting of the Court, point out such parts of the

documents as they wished to have read, they would be-
entered as of the Minutes of the day. Mr. Sheridan took

part in the discussion; the practice of reading extracts from

papers and printing the entire documents in an Appendix

having been adopted, carly in the trial, at his suggestion,
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On the 26th of February, the ninety-cighth day of the 1793,
trial, Capt. Jobn Gordon, who had been employed in the xvma
Nawab of Oude’s service in the year 1781, gave evidence Gardon.
of acts of resistance by the Begum’s troops to the force
under his command. He was cross-examined by Mr. Mmh
Burke; who wished to have reserved the right of ecalling fromem
the witness on the following court-day for further examina-
tion. Mr, Law insisted on the duty of the Managers to
finish their cross-examination of one witness before another
wa3 called The Lord Chancellor supported the Counsel,
but pointed out that the Managers had the power of filling
up the remainder of the day’s sitting by frivolous questions,
thus obtaining the privilege of pursuing the cross-examina-
tion on the following day—a coarse of proceeding which
was immediately denounced by Lord Stanhope as scandalous
and unworthy of the Managers.

On the 27th of February, Capt. Williams gave evidence Eridence of
of hostile acts of the Begums directed against the Company. Wiliac,
The examination was frequently interrupted by objections of Objection to
- the Managers—principally of Mr. Sheridan—to the witness’s reporta.
statements of hearsay reports being admitted as evidence.

At the end of the examination, Mr. Hastings made the
following address to the Court :—

“ My Lords, I fear to lose the short time that remains, and therefore My Hast-
I request that you will have the goodness to afford me a few moments -il“r::-.“zi.nh
of that time. Iam not prepared for what I wish to say to your Lord- Feb. izot,
ships. Ihave just received an intimation, which I hope I may mention
without any disrespect to the Court, because it respects a thing which
may be done, and which is in your Lordships® discretion, and which it is
impossible for me to know; and it would be very disrespectful for me
even to inquire whether it is likely to happen; but I may express my
own apprehensions upon the subject, supposing that it may happen.

“ It bas been intimated to me that this is probably the last day that I
shall have the honour of seeing your Lordships in this place before the
adjournment which will be necessary when the judges go on the circuit.
My Lords, I receive thig intimation with very great alarm and grest un-

VOL. 1L b
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easiness, The gentleman who is now under examination, I suppose,
will be called again to your bar, and must undergo a counter-examination
on the part of the Managers: I do not know that my own Counsel
have yet done with him. There are other witnesses.

* My Lords, it is {0 me painful, whether it is so to any one else or not,
that I have been under the necessity .of, keeping gentlemen—many of
whom I respect—many of whom I ha.ve a very great affection for—that
Ihave kept them from year to year. Thave brought them from their
families, many from a very great distance, to attend here., They have

-attended from year to year, from day to day, and have been obliged to

go back again,

" My Lords, while I was sitting here yesterday I received a note that
Mr. John 'Scott, of Tanda, one whose name your Lordships have fre-
quently heard, and who was summoned to attend upon your Lordships
as a witness in my defence upon this Article, is dead—that he died as he
was preparing to set out. My Lords, in a trial like thls, how can I de-
pend 1ipon justice being fully done to me, when I am to run such hazards
even of the evidence that Iam about to produce? The life of man is
scarcely to be estimated beyond atwelvemonth. One gentleman, I have
been told, has been called from his family at Exeter. Another has attended
from the north of Scotland—Major Lurasden.” Another gentleman, is
lately returned from India, having obtained leave of absence, because it
was a time of peace, when his services were not much wanted, and is
now impatient to return to his service there—Colonel Duff: and, my
Lords, if I know his character; even for the sake of doing me justice, he
will not remain after the time when it will be. necessary for his honour
and for his duty that he should return, But, if an adjournment is to
take place for five or ‘six weeks and he is not examined, my Lords, I
must lose him—1I may lose the other witnesses; as I have many. There-
fore, my Lords, I hope I am justified in the réquest that I make by the
example of one'of the honourable Managers at my left hand. Iheard
him affirm that he had a right to request—I beg that what I say may
not be deemed disrespectful—that he had a right to request your Lord-
ships to adjourn. I pray your Lordships not to adjourn. If he hada
right, I have an equal right. I have an equal right with the Managers,
or with the whole House of Commons, were they here.- In this place,
I stand upon an equal footmg with them.

“ My present request is that you will have the goodness to meet asoften
as it is possible to meet, between this and the necessary time for adjourn-
ment, to enable the judges to go the circuit; that my Defénce upon this
Article may be closed, or at least—my Counsel seem to be satisfied with
that, and I cannot possibly be satisfied with less—that the parol evie.
dence may be closed, If will be hard, my Lords, to wait with half the
business done—with your Lordships’ ‘attenhon broken, and your recols|

Tections to be refreshed, when you come sgain, by the repetition perhaps:



'PROCEEDINGS ON THE TRIAL - xv

of all that you have heard. I pray, therefore, that you will have the 17 93.
goodness to meet, if I may ask it, from day to day, until as many days
shall be given, or as much time shall be given, as shall be necessary for Pg s m-
the evidence to be closed upon this Article. e, ik

My Lords, having asked so much, may I be permitted to occupy—I
hope not to waste—a few more minutes of your attention? My Lords,
when the near approach of the time which was appointed, or expected,
to put an end to the sitting of Parliament, in the year 1788, made it
necessary for your Lordships to adjourn. my trial to another year, I felt
the suspension as an intolerable grievance, of which there was noexample
in the annals of this kingdom, if of any other. But, my Lords, I am
now in the sixth year of my prosecution—nay more, in the eighth, if the
inquest of the House of Commons which preceded this impeachment be
added to it, as it ought, since its effect wpon me is the same. And
through how many more this scourge is to be hung over my head I know
not : there may be no end.

% But, my Lords, I do most solemnly conjure your Lordships that, if by
any means which you can devise I may be freed from the dread of more
annual adjournments of this trial, and assured that this session shall end
it, you will have the goodness to afford me that grace. My Lords, I do
no‘o—I hope I shall not be understood to—express a wish for any other
end than the judgment of this Court. Any other I shall consider, from
whatever quarter it comes—and I know that it cannot come from your
Lordships—as a direct denial of justide. No, my Eords, I require no
more than judgment, and fo be allowed a chance of it, while I have a
chance of living to receiveit.

“My Lords, I hope also that I shall not be misunderstood to intend the
smallest reflection upon your Lordships for the delays of which I com-
plain It would be unbecoming in me to ascribe them to any personal
agency ; but I may, without & breach of decorum, say that, in the causes
which I have in my own mind and in the fullest conviction assigned for
them, this Court has no concern. -Nor have I ever, in secret, felt a ten-
dency to repine at any resolutions of your Lordships, without reproach-
ing myself with injustice and ingratitude, remembering the long, painful
and: assxduous, attention you have bestowed upon the proceedings of thig
trial. Nor,in praymg your Lordships for redress, do I know that I pray
for that which it is in your own immediate power to grant—though it
may be to facilitate, or by mediation to bring ta pass eventually, that
which you may not be called to command. To your wisdom I appeal
for the menns, to your Justxce for their application, I solicit only their
effect.

+#My Lords, T have said that I solicit from your Lordships and request
thet which it may notbe in your power to command.. Xought to explain
myself The last yea#; my Lords, I 'did rhake trial of another channel—
- other nieans of Gbtaining ‘that whxf)h2l now o earnestly’ desxre-—but it
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was without effect. I believe I may attribute my want of success to my
own delicacy, which withheld me from making the trial until it was too
late to expect, on reasonable grounds, a successful issue of it. My Lords,
1 ventured to present a petition to His Majesty himself.” Iam sure that,
if it could have been granted, it would have been granted. Iam now
sure, my Lords, that nothing but that which is in his power to grant
will give me the prospect, which I so earnestly desire, of seeing this trial
brought to an end during the present session of Parlinment.

“ I was made to expect, some time ago, that means would have been
taken in another quarter. T had heard that the honourable the House
of Commons had come to a unanimous resolution to devise some means
for accelerating the issue of this trial : and, from the universal opinion
that I have heard entertained of the length of it, and from my knowledge
that there never was an example in this kingdom of a trial even of one
year’s duration, I did believe and hope still that this year would have
been the last. But I have -no reason now to believe that the end is
nearer than it was; and therefore it is that I make this my last request.
I eannot request of your Lordships that you will resolve to sit this year
until the trial shall be closed. My request to your Lordships is, that
you will be so good as to endeavour to obtain that which you cannot’
grant me—that is,” a continuation of the present session of Parliament,
until this trial shall be closed and your judgment pronounced upon it.

1 have said that I was too late, the last year, in making the applica-
tion in what I conceive to be the regular way. I now make that applica-
tion to your Lordships; and I hope that, through your Lordships, I may
obtain that which I so earnestly desire.  Inthe meantime, my present
request is that you will have the goodness to sit for so many days and
so long as to allow the evidence upon this Article to be closed.” * :

Mr. Burke, in answer, offered on the part of the Commons
to do every thing their Lordships might propose to expedite
the trial; but reminded Mr. Hastings that the Court was at
present occupied with his Defence, which it was only in
his own power to shorten; while the frequency of sittings
of the Court depended on their Lordships’ pleasure. Mr,
Sheridan rose to speak, but the adjournment was moved.

On the 28th of February, the Lords assembled at twelve
o’clock, but proceedings were delayed by the non-attendance
of the Managers for the Commonst When the Court was

* Gurney’s Report, MS,
. 4+ ¢ Mr. Burke, aﬁerwgrds, in the House of Commons, mentioned this cire
circumstance to have arisen from the Lords having assembled earlier than
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formed, Mr. Burke went througli his cross-examination of 14793,
Capt. Williams, ~ After which, Mr. Sheridan addressed the Cross-era-
Court, stating that he wished to put certain questions to the {“::;l;'if,ﬁo"“
witness. He professed his anxiety to shorten proceedings, i
and proposed that, as all the evidence given by the witness
was of reports which he had not proved had reached Mr.
Hastings, and, therefore, was worthless, and as the Counsel
- professed they were able to prove the communication of
the reports to Mr. Hastings, they should at once produce
this link which was wanting to give validity to the evidence.
The discussion which ensued was stopped by the Lord
Chancellor as irregular; and the Court adjourned.
On the 1st of March, the 101st day of the trial, the
attention of the Court was engaged in the cross-examination
of Capt. Williams by Mr. Burke and Mr. Sheridan, princi-
paliy on two points; first, his authority for putting to death
a certain Raja Mustafa Khan, which he showed to have been
done by command of his superior officer, Col. Hannay, and
that the Raja had been condemned to death by the Nawab
of Oude as a freebooter and notorious rebel; secondly, re-
specting a Persian letter, supposed to be from an agent of
the Begums, and conveying orders to prevent the Rajas from
lending assistance to the Company’s officers, and which had
been produced to the Court by the Counsel of Mr. Hastings ;
the object of the Managers being to throw dxscredlf. on the
letter.
The proceedings on the following day, the 2nd of March, Bemon-

? stranceof

commenced with an address from the Lord Chancellor to the 0o
« s terrupti
Managers and the Counsel, enjoining them to observe more iz the exa
: . mination of
witnesses,

usual, and without having sent word to the Commons. The consequence of
which was that there was no House at the proper time ; and that the Managers,
* under these circumstanccs, had felt it necessary to go into the Hall withouta
House having been previously formed. Mr. Pitt moved that the House
approved their conduct; which was agreed to nem, con.”—* History of the
Trial ;” Part vi, p. 43,
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strictly the rule. of not interrupting the examinations of
witnesses’;: reminding them that, while the examination in
chief was being conducted by one party, the duty of the -
other party was to wait till it should be closed, before com-
mencing their cross-examination ; "and- that, during the
examination of a witness by oné party, no question what-~
ever should be interposed by the other. Mr. Burke ex-
pressed, on the part of the. Managers, their willingness to
adhere to the regulation, and. at the same time stated that he
was authorised by the Commons, with a view to expedite the
trial, to consent to proceed with it during the circuit of the

Judges, should the Court desire to do so. The Counsel for
on Mr. Hastings then examined witnesses: to prove the disaffec-

tion of the Begums to the Company’s government. Lieut.
Shuldham, Col. Duff and Major Lumsden, were called. They
each of them spoke also to- the high estimation in.which
Mr. Hastings was held in' India for ability in' his govern-
ment and for personal amiability. The. examinations were
conducted by Mr. Dallas, and the cross-examinations by
Mr. Burke and Mr. Sheridan. o

The Court was then adjourned to the 12th of April; on
which day Major Lumsden was further - examined with
respect to the insurrection in Qude; and Mr. John Womb-
well, formerly paymaster, treasurer and auditor of accounts
in Lucknow, gave evidence respecting the disaffection of the
Begums. He was minutely cross-examined by Mr. Burke
respecting the salaries and pensions paid to English gentlemen
in Oude from the Nawab’s treasury.* .

* The observations in the * History of the Trial,"—in which, it must be
admitted, a very decided partiality towards Mr. Hastings’ cause, is shown at
this period of the proceedings—on the subject of Mr. Burke’s cross-examina-
tion of Mr. Wombwell, are as follows : “ Question succeeded question, until
the patience of every human being present appeared to be entirel y exhausted ;
many of the Lords showed strong signs of impatience, and the Archbishop of
York declared with a very strong and pointed emphasis; that the conduct of
M, Burke was illiberal.”—Part v., p. 47, According to Gurney’s Report, the
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On the 18th of April; Mr. Auriol,: who had been secretary 1793
to the Council of Caleutta, was examined - respecting the g ——
distresses of the Company’s Government in India, which ooy .
occasioned the demands of assistance made by Mr. Hastings
on Cheyt Sing and the Begums of Qude. Capt. Syme and
Mr. Paxton were. called to prove—the .one, the death of
Mr. Scott, of Tanda, in Oude, who could have spoken to the
hostile intentions of the Begums; the other, the return of
Major Macdonald to Indxa, who had been ready to give
evidence on the same subject. Mr. Wright, accountant of -
the India House, and Mr. Hudson, of the India House, were
shortly questioned on special points of the evidence. Various
documents were then handed in by the Counsel and read.

On the 20th of April, the 105th day of the trial, Mr. Plu- pocumen-
mer put in numerous letters relating to the Begum Charge, donen. "
extracts from many of which had been read by the Managers.

On the tender of a report of  Sir J. ohn Shore-—then a mem- Qhjection to
ber of the Councll of Calcutta, and at this time successor to Shm'
" Lord Cornwallis as Governor.General—the object of. which

was to prove that, by the constitution of the Mogul empire,

a jagir is in its nature resumable, Mr. Burke objected to the
admission of the paper, as the production of “ one of the
persons concerned. in fabricatiig the Defence of Mr. Hast-
ings”;. and further, because he mlght and ought to have
been examined on" the: subject in person before he left the
country for his government. Mr. Plumer answered the
objection, The Lord Chanéellor decided that the evidence

wa admissible.  Earl Stanhope observed that, though the
Managers objected to the evidence of Sir John Shore, on

the ground of his being.p.n accomplice’ of Mr. Hs.stﬁngs, they

observation of the Archblshop was occasmned by a question put by Mr. Burke
to Mr. Wombwell, of which he said :—*T1 cannot help thinking that the
question tendsto lead the witness to impeach hi The question is illiberal.”
—MS. Report; sub die, p. 82. The queshon had reference to pensxons supposed
10 be received by Englishmen in Oude.
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1793. lial themselves called him as a witness. Mr. Burke, in

A replying, denied that “any witness in India must be con-,
sidered in any other light than what the lawyers call wit-

Admission nesses taken from the enemy’s camp.” The last head of

of the affi- . . .
davits ac- _ evidence was brought forward to meet an objection by the

ﬁg’ﬁ:gf.:‘ M;magers to the admission of the affidavits accompanying
tive. Mr. Hastings’ Narrative of the Insurrection in Benares, as
evidence, on the ground that statements in them implicated
Saadat Ali,the treasurer to the Begums. After some re-
sistance from Mr. Burke, the reading of the papers was
proceeded with, when Mr. Wyndham, one of the Managers,
protested against their reception as evidence, as being
directed to the question of the guilt or innocence of Saadat
Ali., A discussion ensued, in which Sir Gilbert Elliot
took a leading part. In the end, the Lord Chancellor
stated that the Judges, who had heard the debate upon the
evidence, agreed with him that it was not admissible. Ac-~
cordingly, the whole of the evidence which had been adduced
on this head was ordered to be struck out. '
Mr.Plumer' On the 25th of April, the 106th day of the trial,
gefenceon - My, Plumer commenced his summing of the eviderice given
in on the part of the Defendant on the second Article of
the Charge, relating to the Begums of Oude. His speech
" was continued through the 30th of the same month, and the
2d and 6th of May. It is the third of the series included
in the present volume.
Mr.Dalas’ - On the 9th of May, the 110th day of the trial,

opening of .
thcees 7in, Mr. Dallas opened the evidence in defence on the sixth,

adlm 4 part of the seventh and the fourteenth, Articles of the
Charge, imputing bribery and corruption, and occupied that
and the three following court-days—viz., the 16th, 17th,

and 24th of May—in the delivery of his speech.® On the

* This Speech of Mr. Dallas is highly praised by Mr. Adolphus. He
characterises it as * a speech of animated eloquence and powerful argumenta~
tion, not unmixed with polished irony and cutting sarcasm ;” and adds that,
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second day, the 16th of May, after the Peers Irh 4
.Westminster Hall and returned to their Chamber, the

lowing petition from Mr. Hastings was presented to them
by Lord Walsingham :—

“That your Petitioner once more makes his appeal, in the hope that it Mr, Hast.
will be his last, to the justice of your Lordships; that he forbears to s Lo,
state the too well-known hardships of his case, or the grounds on which House of

he most solemnly asserts his belief, that, unless your Lordships, feeling ifa?'i,’f;&h
as he feels the enormity of the delays which have attended his long-pro-
tracted trial, shall resolve it to be brought to & conclusion during this
Session of Parliament, it will not, in the ordinary and permitted course,
be ended, until the judgment of another year shall have added to the
chances of its being concluded by other causes than the legal verdict of
your Lordships, which, your Lordships have been told by one of the
Managers of the prosecution, must inevitably fall with infamy either on
the head of your Petitioner, or on those who bave consumed so many
years of your Lordships’ attendance in labouring to prove their allegations
against him. That, although it may not be possible for your Petitioner
to know the time which may be destined to the duration of the present
session of Parliament, yet he cannot be insensible to the reports which
he has heard of the short term which is asssigned fo it; and even its
‘uncertainty is to him a source of continual alarm. That, as an humble
individual, impressed with the firmest conviction of your Lordships’
justice and humanity, he implores your Lordships to grant him that grace,
which, as a British subject, he might demand as his undoubted birth-right,
the benefit of undenied and undelayed justice ; and that your Lordships
will not leave him a single exception to the rest of his fellow-subjects of
this kingdom, whose hearts attest the wisdom of its constitution, and
who boast of the blessings which they enjoy under it ; blessings in which
he cannot be said to partivipate, who, having been the subject of a
criminal prosecution during six years, is yet doomed to linger out his
life in the same unmerited state of depression, suspense, and (but for the
breath of public opinion, and the hopes of life sustaining him) of universal
and perpetual ignominy, '

“Your Petitioner, therefore, most humbly and fervently prays your
Lordships, on whose justice and honour he places his firmest reliance, to
adopt such means as to your Lordships® wisdom may seem best calculated
to accomplish the end which your Petitioner so anxiously solicits, namely,
a close of this long-depending trial during the present session of Pars
liament. (Signed) “ WARREN HAsTINGs.”*

,

" % no momert was wasted on useless dissertation or rhetorical embellishment,
but all was close, well defined reasoning, strongly combined and judiciously
applied.”— History of England ; Vol. vi,, p. 191.

* Printed in the “ History of the Trial;” Part vi.,, p. 60,
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Immediately on the close of Mr. Dallas’ speech Mr.
Hastings rose to beg of the Court that the length of their
sittings might be extended; offering so to contract the
evidence to be produced in his Defence on the Articles of
Presents opemed by Mr. Dallas, and on the remaining
Article of Contracts, that, by foreO'omo' the advantage of his
Counsel’s observations on them, the rest of his Defence
might be concluded within a period of three days. The
following are the terms of his address : —

“My Lords, I venture to solicit the attention of your Lordships to
the situation in which this trial at present stands. .
“I hope for your Lordships’ indulgence, in requesting to be allowed

:such further time in the course of each day’s days sitting as may enable

me to bring the remainder of my Defence, if no interruptions intervene,
within the probable period of three days more.

«1 hope, by the means of such indulgence, to conclude my evidence on
the Article now under consideration within the compass of one day.
I am informed that the observations of my Counsel upon it will only
occupy another, and the gentleman upon my right hand (Mr. Law) is
willing to waive any observations, that the Defence may be the sooner
closed. In that case, one day will be sufficient for this Article. The
abridged evidence with which I mean to trouble your Lordships on the
only remaining Article, that of Contracts, may be comprised within the
space of one day more. I am willing to forego the benefit of & more de-
tailed Defence, in order to enable the Managers for the Commons fully to
conclude their reply within the courge of the present session; an ex-

~ pectation which, I trust, I do not unreasonsably entertain, in this advanced

period of a trial that has been so many years depending.

“T am well aware of the disadvantage to which I gubject my Defence
on this Axticle, by leaving the evidence unstated and unapplied, to make
out its own effect; and it'is with reluctance that I deprive myself of the
benefit of those talents which have been so ably displayed on the former
parts of my Defence ; forit is to those talents, aided by the zeal and cordial
affection which have animated them to their best exertions, that I am
now indebted for the hope and assurance, which I confidently entertain,
that, though I should not live to receive the sanction of your Lordships’
acquittal, my name at least shall not descend blasted with infamy to pos-
terity, but be recorded with those of the many other victims of false
.opinion, some of higher worth, none of better intentions, who have done
service to the States which employed them, and been requi’fed with un-
thankfulness and persecution.

My Lords, 1 oonslder the resolution which I have taken asa sacnﬂce
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and I make it with the greater cheerfulness, as it may, and must in some 1793.
degree, prove no less an accommodation to your Lordships’ time than the —
= means— if your Lordships shall so permit it—of obtaining my own de-
liverancefroma state of suspense which is become almost insupportable.”*

Mr. Burke, in his observations on this proposal, cautioned Mr. Burke's

Mr. Hastings not to omit to make bis Defence complete.
He left it to the Court to consider the propriety of the
terms Mr. Hastings bad used, implying ingratitude in the
Commons for services he had rendered to his country.
Mr. Hastings was at liberty to narrow the bounds of his
Defence to any limit it might pleasc him; but a suspicion
might arise whether, in domtr 80, he had it not in view, in
case of being found guilty on the charges, to insinuate that
the testimony he had withheld might, if produced, have
cleared his character. Mr. Fox, in a short address, justified
his colleague in these remarks.

_On the 25th of May, the 114th day of the trial, numerous pocumen-
documents were handed in by Mr. Law as evidence in de?gl:;]:-m
support of Mr. Dallas’ opening of the Charge relating to Shareeot
Presents. Mr. ‘Auriol, the late Secretary to the Council of g amins.
Calcutta, was called in and examined by the Counsel; and Yo Ruriol,
was afterwards cross-examined at great length by Mr.

Burke. The pertinacity with which the Manager plied this Interrup.
witness with question after question, to elicit facts on which Ar?gé{:l:}%
he appeared unable to give evidence, occasioned an unusual the cros-
interruption to the proceedings by an outbreak of indig= ™™
nation from his Grace the Archbishop of York. Mr. Burke

- bad asked Mr. Auriol whether, while he was in India, he had

heard a rumour of a present }iaving heen made to Mr.
Hastings from Raja Kelleram; to which the wiiness had -
answered that he did not recollect to have heard such a
rumour. Mr. Burke was endeavouring by further questions

to- obtain a more. satisfactory answer, but was stopped by

¢ Gurney's Report, MS,; and « Hlstory of the Trial;* Part vi., p. 63.
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1123' an observation from the -Lord Chancellor, that the witness
" had already stated that he knew nothing of the repert. Mr.
Burke replied that he wanted  to refresh his memory whether
he does not know something of it; and it appears there are
several circumstances concerning it which he does know.”
The Archbishop, sympathising with the witness, exclaimed
% Upon my word, my Lords, this proceeding is intolerable !
The gentleman is treated at your bar as a pick-pocket;
and no gentleman has been treated there as a gentleman.
If Robespierre and Marat were in the Managers’ box, they
could not say anything more inhuman and'more against all
sentiments of honour and morality than what we have been
often used to since this trial commenced.” Mr. Burke
rightly declined to notice the interruption, saying, ¢ I hope
your Lordships do not think I am bound so much as to
know or suppose that I have heard one word of what was
uttered. I forget it, and pass by immediately to the
business.”* The continuance of the cross-examination, how-
ever, on the subject of the rumour referred to, was objected
to by both Earl Stanhope and Lord Somers,
Evidenceot  After Mr. Auriol had been allowed to retire, Mr, \Vood-
Mr. Wood-
man relative man, a relative by marriage of Mr. Hastings, and who, in
jastings  copjunction with Mr. Francis Sykes and Mr. Waller, was
his attorney in England, was called by Mr. Law to disprove
a statement of the Managers, that Mr. Hastings had amassed
a fortune of 238,000 whilst in India. He stated, that,
though remittances to that amount had been made by .
Mr. Hastings, the greater part of them were for other per-
gons, and that the total -sumn of Mr. Hastings’ own money
held by them in June, 1785, at the time of his return from
India, was 72,463l., and in January, 1786, it was 65,322/t

* Guruney’s Report, MS., p. 109,
t Ibid., p. 128,
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. Halhed and Mr. Wright were shortly examined re- 1793,
spectmﬂ' an account of payment for salaries of pundits ?l?‘s; of evi-
employed in composing the code of Hindu laws, and a state- Defence on
ment of expenses of Mr. Hastings in the office of Governor Presiata.
General. The evidence for the Defence was then declared
to e closed on the Charge of Presents.

Mr. Plumer then informed the Court that Mr. Hastings Abridge-

ent of evi«

dence in
waived his right of commenting by his Counsel on the dencein

evidence which had been produced on that Charge, and that §i5Gem®
he would immediately proceed to bring forward the abridged
evidence in defence upon the last-remaining Charge—the
fourth Article—relating to Contracts. Mr. Plumer occupied
the remainder of the day in handing in documents in refer-
ence to the opium contract.

On the 27th of May, Mr. Plumer completed the docu- Opium
mentary evidence on the opium contract. He then called
Mr. Wright to give evidence on the same part of the Evidence oo of
Charge. Mr. Burke was interrupted by Earl Stanhope in lnterrup-

tion by Earl
his cross-examination of the witness whilst questioning him on §tanhope of

Cross-
the contents of the Company’s books and correspondence. ho.,':‘i“"'
Ilis Lordship declared — It was perfectly impossible to
permit, day after day, parol evidence to be given of matters
of fact that are in the books: the books themselves ought to
be produced.” Mr. Burke, before answering the obJectlon Mr. Burke's
to his examination, commented with warmth on the in- sirance.
formality of an individual member of the Court reproving
the Managers for their conduct—¢ On the part of the
Managers and on the part of the Commons of Great Britain,
we demand in this place of your Lordships, that any remarks
that shall be made, tending to censure and admonish the
Managers at this bar, shall be the acts of this House; to
which Court, and not to any of the individuals of it, we
imagine ourselves, while we stand here as suitors, to be
subject :—not subject to animadversion or reproof, but subject
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1793. to the orders and directions of the Court for the conduct of
the proceedings ; reproof we are subjected to by none, but by
our own constituents only. And I must beg leave, once for
all, to observe to your Lordships that nothing can tend to
lead more to unpleasantness and disagreeable altercations -
with individual members of this House—which I am sure
“your Lordships would wish to avoid as much as we do—than
noble Lords making the kind of observation that is made by

- the noble Lord, and some other late observations made with
regard to the Managers in this place. I must, after having
heard this, and wishing never to hear such in future, desire,
according to the orderly proceedings of Parliament, that, if
any remarks are made, they shall be suggested to your Lord-
ships, who preside in this Court, or, if debate is required,
that you adjourn to the chamber of Parliament and take
the sense of this Court; because, by this Court alone we
are to be guided” FEarl Stanhope immediately moved to

Decision of gdjourn to the chamber of Parliament. On-the return of
' the Court, the Lord Chancellor announced the decision of
the House that it was not competent for the Managers to

. put the question proposed by Mr. Burke.

Qservar Mr. Fox, in reference to this judgment, desired that the

Mr.For.  principle of examination it enforced should be applied

' impartially ; for that it had been neglected in the examina-
tion in chief that day. Mr. Burke, in his remarks upon the
decision of the House, stated that the Managers submitted
to it as such without acquiescing in it as a principle.*

The bullock Mr. Plumer resqmed with the documentary evidence

Mr. Auriots Telating to the bullock contract. Mr. Dallas followed with

T that relating to the appointment of Mr. Auriol as agent

- * MS. Report, sub die, p. 48... In the  History of the Trial,” this incident
is erroneously referred to the proceedings at a later period of the day. See
Part vi,, p: 66.¢ S , . S
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for supplying provisions to the Presidency of Madras He 1793.
then called Mr. Auriol, to_give personal evidence on the Crossexa-
same subject. In justification of the closeness of his cross- M Aunon
_ examination of this witness—who held .also the appointment

- of secretary to the Council at Calcutta—Mr. Burke stated

that he had been called by the Defendant ; that he was more-

over an interested party, and on that account it was necessary

to examine him with more than usual care and attention.

On the 28th of May, the 116th day of the trial, Mr. Dallas ur. Benis
gave in documentary evidence relative to Mr. Belli's agency eney:
for the supply of stores and provisions for the garrison of
Fort William. Mr. Hudson whs examined to prove docu-
ments produced to show the propriety of certain appoint-
ments made by Mr. Hastings; and Major Scott was called
to prove that Mr. Belli was now in India. In reference to
this latter evidence, Mr. Burke observed that he thought it
singular, if Mr. Belli had been in England since the com-
mencement of the trial, that he had not been examined ;
adding that their Lordships would make their own infer-
ence upon it. Mr. Wright, auditor of accounts in the
India House, was called to explain the difference between
sicca and current rupees, in reference to an account of
Mr. Auriol.

Mr. Law then stated that, the Managers having given in Testl-
evidence documents to show the opinion entertained by the natives of
natives of India of Mr. Hastings’ government, and another Jvojref
setting forth certain consequences that were supposed to 6™
have ensued from the mal-administration of the country
of the Nawab of Oude, he proposed to give in evidence
other documents—the representations of natives of India—
expressing a very different sense of the character of Mr.
Hastings” government. Mr. Burke questioned whether tes-
timonials to character were admissible in a court of justice.

Mr. Law claimed their admission on the ground of consent
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already givan by Mr. Burke*, as well as from consideration

of their having been f{requently commented on_ by him, and

that he had himself promised to produce them. Mr. Burke

answered, that the Managers had no objection to the admis- -
sion of the testimonials; although he had considered it his

duty to notice the difficulty the Court might feel in receiving

them. The papers were accordingly read ;- and Mr. Burke

questioned Mr. Hudson as to the manner in which the

testimonials had been procured. This terminated the evi-

dence for the Defence ; and, as Mr. Hastings had waived the

advantage of his Counsel’s summing of the Articles on

Presents, and of both™ the opening and summing on the

Article of Contracts, his case was now completely closed. -
But, before the adjournment, Mr. Hastings addressed the

Court, making a solemn protestation of his innocence, and

praying for the prosecution of the trial to its close during

the present session. The address appears to have been read

from a written paper. It was in the following terms:—

“ My Lords, my evidence is now brought to its close.

“ Sufficient has, I trust, been already done for every immediate purpose
of necessary justification. And it is not, my Lords, from any appre-
hension which I entertain lest any defects of this kind should exist, or
from a vain opinion that they could be supplied by me, that T present
myself once more to your Lordships’ attention. No, my Lords; I leave
the proof which I have offered to its just and effectual operation, without
any degree of doubtful anxiety for the issue. But, my Lords, I rise for
a purpose which no external testimony can adequately supply—to convey
to your Lordships’ minds a satisfaction which honouraple minds may
possibly expect, and which the solemn asseverations of a man impressed

“with a due sense of the sacred .obligations of religion and honour can

alone adequately convey.

“I know that the actual motives of human conduct are often dark
and mysterious, and sometimes inscrutable, As far as the subject is
capable of farther ascertainment, and the truth can be sealed by a still
more solemn attestation, it is & duty which innocence owes to itself to
afford it. :

* See Mr. Burke's Speech of the 21st of April, 1789; Vol. ii, p. b



PROCEEDINGS .ON THE TRIAL, xxix

“ In the presence, therefore, of that Being from whom no secrets are  }'793.
hid, I do, upon a full review and scrutiny of my past life, unequivocally M. it
ond conscientiously declare that, in the administration of that trust of ing's ad-
government which was during so many years confided to me, I didin no ‘i‘a’fif’ﬁ?.?,"
instance intentionally sacrifice the interests of my country to any private
views of my own personal advantage; that, according to my best skill
and judgment, I invariably promoted the essential interests of my
employers, the happiness and prosperity of the people committed to my
charge, and the welfdare and honour of my country; and at no time with
more entire devotion of mind and purpose to these objects than during
that period in which my accusers have endeavoured fo represent me as
occupied and engrossed by the base pursuit of low, sordid and inter-
dicted, emolument,

“ It may be expected of me to say something in addition to what you
have heard from Mr. Woodman respecting the actual state and extent of
my fortune. :

"% He has proved the total amount of my remittances from India
during the period of my government, and that the balance of my fortune
when last adjusted, shortly after my return to England in 1785, amounted
to little more than 65,0001,

* I protest, in the name of Almighty God, that I made no remittances
to England during that period which were not made to him and my
other attorneys joined in trust with him ; that I had no other persous in
England or-Europe in trust of my pecuniary concerns; and that his
account of those remittances is accurately true, according to my best
mieans of knowledge and belief upon the subject; and that, including
those remittances, I at no time possessed a fortune which exceeded at its
most extended amount the sum of 100,000l ; and in this calculation I
would be understood to comprehend every kind and description of pro-
perty whatsoever; that, at the period of my return to England, my
fortune did not exceed the balance already mentioned to have been then
in -the hands of my attorneys by more than the sum of 25,0001,
amounting, on the largest caleulation, to an aggregate sum of between
80,0002 and 90,000Z; and all the property which I possess stands
pledged, at the present moment, for the discharge of such debts as I
have contracted since the commencement of- this long depending trial.
These are the enormous fruits of thirteen years of imputed rapacity
and peculation, and of upwards of thirty years of active and important
service ! .

“ My Lords, I know not how I can more fully and explicitly disavow
every purpose of appropriating to my own benefit any of the various
sums received and applied by me to the Company’s service, in moments
of extreme peril and exigency, than in the very terms in which I
expressed such disavowal at your Lordships’ bar, in the month of

»June, 1791. 1 again repest that ‘I solemnly, and with a pure

VOL. IIL ¢
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conscience, affirm that I never did harbour such a thought for a single
instant.’

« If, in addition to the proof upon your Lordships’ table of the justice
and necessity of the measures which are the subjects of the two first
Articles of the Charge, it can be required of me by an act of solemn and
sacred attestation, on my part, to vouch the truth of my Defence in these
particulars, and to vindicate my character from the unfounded charge of
malice, alleged to have been entertained by me against the immediate
objects of those measures, I once more call God to witness that no
motive of personal enmity, no views of personal advantage to myself or
others, induced the adoption on my part of any of those measures for
which I am at this day criminally guestioned ; but that, in every instance,
T acted under the immediate and urgent sense of public duty, in obedi-
ence to the irresistible demands of public safety, and to vindicate the

. Just rights of the empire committed to my care against those who, in a

moment of its greatest peril, were engaged in hostile confederacy to
destroy it. ) '

“ I have no doubts but that, upon a fair review of all the existing cir-
cumstances, and the means of information then before me, no lavish or
improper expenditure of public money will be found to have taken place,
in respect to the contracts formed during my administration.

“ For the prudence and success of the regulations adopted and pursued,
in respect to the control and management of the public revenue, I trust
I may be allowed to appeal to the flourishing condition which the Com-
pany’s provinces enjoyed during the period of my government, and
which has been, from the continued opera.tion of the same cause, in
a course of progressive improvement to the present hour.

“ I know that your Lordships will, in your own enlightened end im-
partial wisdom, justly estimate the difficulties by which I was surrounded
during a long and arduous period of public service—that you will allow
for all the embarrassments arising from the long counteraction of my
associates in the government, for errors resulting from the honest im-
perfection of my own judgment, from occasional deference to the coun-
sels of others, and from the varying sense of expediency which at
different periods governed my own.

“ Your Lordships well know that the imperious exigencies of public
affairs often present to the servants of the state no alternative but the
painful choice of contending evils,

“The transcendant and peremptory duty of my situation was to devise
and to procure the necessary means of public safety. Feeling, as I did,
the exigencies of the Government as my own, and every pressure upon
them resting with equal weight upon my mind; besieged, as at some
times 1 was, by the hourly and clamorous importunities of every de-
partment of the military service, goaded at others with the cries of our
then famished settlements on the coast of Coromandel; should I have,
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deserved well, I do not say of my country, but of the common cause of 1793,
suffering humanity, if I had punctiliously stood aloof from those means T
of supply which gratitude or expectation enabled me to appropriate to inx‘s ad-
the instant relief of such distresses ? T

“ The whole tenor and conduct of my public life is now, my Lords,
before you. It has undergone a scrutiny of such extent and severity as
can find no parallel in former times, and I trust will, in many of the
peculiar circumstances which have characterised and distinguished this
trial, leave no example to the future,

“ My Lords, I' have now performed the most solemn duty of my life,
and with this I close my Defence.

I may now, I trust, assuredly consider myself as arrived at the
threshold of my deliverance—at that period when no delay and pro-
crastination can prevent the speedy and final termination of the
proceedmgs now depending before your Lordships,

* After such recent and acceptable proof, on the part of your Lordships,
of your earnest disposition to accelerate the conclusion of this trial, it
would betray an unwarranted and unbecoming distrust of your justice to
offer any request to your Lordships on this subject, had I not other
causes of apprehension, At this momentous and awful crisis, ignorant
of what may be in the minds of others, I am compelled to obviate every
possible, even though improbable, danger.

“ In the short address which I 'made to your Lordshlps on Friday last,
T stated that I should waive the observations of my Counsel on the evi-
dence of the Article then hefore the Court, and both the opening and
application of the evidence on the next ; and that I made these sacrifices,
well aware of their importance, for the express purpose of affording
ample time to my prosecutors, during what remained of the probable
term of this session, to make their reply, '

. “If the Managers for the Commons had been equally desirous of ac-
celerating the close of this trial—and I had a right to suppose that they
were 80, from their repeated declarations to that effect—what I had said
_might have been construed as an offer of mutual accommodation; but,
my Lords, it was received with resentment, and answered with reproach,
and worse, insinuation.

" “What other conclusion can I put upon this conduct but that which is
conveyed to my ears from every quarter—that they mean to endeavour
to prevail on your Lordships to adjourn over this trial to its seventh
year, that-one more may be given them to prepare their replies? I do
not know that this is their intention, but I may be allowed to suppose
it; and, though impressed with the firmest confidence of the just and
favourable disposition of your Lordships, I cannot but dread the event
of a question in which my rights may be at issue with. such opponents
as the Managers of this prosecution, speaking in the name of the House
of Commons, and of all the Commons of Great Britain,

¢ 2

,17
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““To meet such an attempt, if made, I humbly offer to your Lordships
the following arguments, most anxiously recommending them to your
consideration.

“In an address to a court of British Peers, I cannot offend by pleading
the rights which I possess as a British subject~—rights which are assured
to me, in common with all my fellow subjects of this realm, by the
pledges of ancient charters, and the sanction of an oath the most solemn
that can be tendered or taken by man.. My Lords, I claim the perform-
ance of that sacred promise, in all its implied obligations that justice
be administered to me, and that it be administered now.

 In the long period of another year, I may be numbered with those
of my noble judges whom I have, with sorrow, seen drop off, year
after year; and, in the aggravation of the loss which I have sustained-
by their deaths, I may thus lose the judgment of their survivors by my
own.*

“ To the precepts and sanctions of the law I join the rights which are
derived from the practice of it.

“ In the other courts of this kingdom, their criminal process is limited
in its duration by e express and positive regulations.  On this high court,
charged with other various and important duties, the wisdom of our
ancestors has imposed no restraint but the rule of honour, and to that
honour I make this my last appeal, humbly praying thet, if, in the
course of this hard and long éxtended trial, I have conducted myself with
the most patient and respectful submission, and borne all the aggra-
vating circumstances of it with a tranquillity of mind which nothing but
a consciousness of integrity and an equal reliance on your ultimate jus-
tice could have supported, I may obtain from your Lordships this only
grace—that your Lordships will order the trial, now past itslegal pro-

cess, to continue to its final conclusion during the present session.”}

Both Mr. Burke and Mr. Fox remarked on the reflections
on the conduct of the Managers contained in this address;
and solemnly denied that the protraction of the trial could
be justly attributed to them, or that they at all desired any
further delay in the proceedings. Their Lordships then
adjourned to their chamber.

The further prosecution of the trial was adjourned by
the Peers to the following Wednesday, the 6th of June;

*From a scheme, printed in the * Ilistory of the Trial,” of the changes which
had taken place in the Peerage since the commencement of the impeachmeot,
it appears that as many as 58 had died ; 8 of the Scothsh Peers were changed;
and 15 new Peers had been created -—l’art Vo p.

1 Gurney 's Report, MS.—;—“ History of the Trml * Part vr., p. 66,
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but, -on their message to this effect being communicated to 1793.
the House of Commons, Mr. Burke rose and objected to Mohl(saar;f

T, (]
the day fixed, as being too early to enable the Managers inthe o

to prepare their reply to the Defence. He proceeded to Gommons

for i mguu‘y
complain of the cfforts of Mr. Hastings to excite by ad- :,'(','{,'ﬁfw:

dresses to the Lords an indignation against the House of ¥ Hanagers.
Commons. He then referred to the expressions used by the
Archbishop of York, during the proceedings on the 25th of

May, and, challenging an inquiry into the conduct of the
Managers during the trial, he proposed an investigation

by a committee of the whole House. M. Pitt recommended

the substitution of a select comamittee for the proposed com-

mittee of the whole House ; and, after observations by Mr. Fox,

in support of Mr. Burke’s complamt of the unjust insinua- Nomination
tions thrown upon the Manacers, 8 select committee was committee.
agreed to and at once nominated.

Mr. Baker then drew the attention of the House to what Libelin
he termed a gross libel, published in the « World” of the Werld”
preceding day, and in which a charge of the most scandalous
nature against the Managers had been inserted. He alluded
to the pubhcatlon of the ohservations of the Archbishop of
York, published by the periodical referred to. On repre-
sentation being made by a member of the House that the
Archbishop was a't..tha.'t time in severe affliction from the
death of his daughter; Mr. Baker waived his motion for the -
present; although Mr. Burke pressed the prosecution of the -
publisher of the paper. - '

On the following day, the 29th of May, a deputation from Deputation

'rom the

the Common3 appeared at the bar of the "House of Lords, &;:;{n

to state that, as the ‘evidence on the trial of Mr. Hastings {prsanet
“was very voluminous, the Managers were compelled to de- hdTne
mand 2 later adjournment of the procecdings, in order to
prepare their reply. On the motion of Earl Stanhope, the

Lords appointed the 10th of June for resuming the triak
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On the following day, the 30th of May, Mr. Townsend
brought up the report of the committee appointed by the
House of Commons to examine into the state of the impeach-
ment. The report having been read, a motion was made to
desire the Lords to allow the Managers a further delay in
making their reply. After a statement by Mr. Fox, in justi-
fication of the conduct of the impeachment by the Managers,
and in ‘explanation of the causes of the protraction of the
trial, the motion was agreed to by a vote of 87 against 42.

But a simple resolution on the part of the House of Com-
mons to request the Lords to postpone the proceedings was
not alone gatisfactory to Mr. Burke., He was still intent on
inducing the House to identify itself with the character
of the Managers, and to vindicate them from reflections
made both in Westminster Hall and elsewhere on their
conduct of the prosecution. He moved therefore * that
the Managers be required to prepare and lay before the
House the state of the proceedings in the trial of Warren
Hastings, Esq,, to relate the circumstances attending it, and
to give their opinion and make observations on the same, in
explanation of those circumstances.” Although urged by
both Mr. Dundas and Mr. Pitt to withdraw his motion, as
calculated to embroil the House with the Lords, but who at
the same time promised their support if he persisted in a
division, Mr. Burke declined to follow their recommendation,
and his motion was overruled by‘ a vote of 71 against 67.

On the 6th of June, Mr. Grey declared in the House
his inability to execute the duty of replying to the De-
fence on the first, Charge, on the day appointed by the
Lords, and moved that they be desired to postpone further
proceedings in the trial until the next session. Not-
withstanding that the motion was supported by Mr. Dundas,
it was defeated by a mdjority of five. On the following day,
however, Mr. Grey again protested his want of readiness to
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undertake the reply on the first Charge. He offered his 1793,
resignation as a Manager; and desired to be guided by —
instructions from the House. On the motion of Mr. Dundas,
it was agreed by a considerable majority to request the Lords
to put off the proceedings till a further day.
On the 10th of June, a petition in the following terms
was presented by Lord Rawdon to the House of Lords, on
the part of Mr. Hastings :-—

“ That your Petitioner has been informed,. with. equal surprise and P"t“&m of
ast~
concern, that a message bas been presented to your Lordships’ House, i ings o tho
desiring further time beyond the day already appointed for the reply to I‘:’m %ﬂ,
the Defence made by your Petitioner to the impeachment now depending June, 17%:.
against him. i
“ That your Petitioner cannot but regard the further adjournment, now
required on the part of his prosecutors, as derogatory to those rights
which belong to him, in common with every subject of this realm; pe-
culiarly injurious in this late stage of his long-dependmg trial; as war-
ranted by no one precedent or example to be found in the records of
Parliament, by 1o analogy to be drawn from the proceedings in other
courts of criminal judicature, nor by any grounds of reason or justice
applicable to the case now before your Lordslups.
“ That your Petitioner humbly conceives that the time first allotted by
your Lordships was fully adequate to every purpose of just and reason-
able preparation, supposing, what your Petitioner is bound to believe, a
due and proper attention to have been given by the Managers appointed
by the House of Commons to the conduct of their own prosecution,
“and fit and becoming diligence to have been employed, in order to
have been in a condition to reply at the time appointed.
. * Eight years have now elapsed since the accusation was first preferred
against your Petitioner, and it is now the sixth year since the commence-
ment, of the present frial ;- your Petitioner therefore apprehends he may
be permitted to observe, that, in a case where so much of his life has been
already consumed in a court of criminal justice, and so- little remains,
according to every reasonable probability, each unnecessary moment of
delay produces to him a deep and perhaps an irremediable injury, which,
instead of receiving any palliation from the peculiar circumstances of the
case, is, on the contrary, aggravated by them in the highest degree.
_ “* After eight years of depending accusation and six years of continued
trial, your Petitioner humbly apprehends that, on a general view of the
subject, it can scarcely be supposed that these who originally framed the
Articles of accusation, and have since conducted the -trial, can be other-
wise than intimately acquainted with all the transactions which form the
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substance of it; and, however much the slow progress of the inquiry
may have operated to the prejudice of your Petitioner, it must at least
have contributed, by a gradual development of the case, to render every
part of it more distinctly and thoroughly understood, and consequently
the Prosecutors better prepared to reply, than could have happened under
different circumstances.

“ But your Petitioner further begs leave to represent that, besides
these reasons which operate against further delay in the present stage
of a trial ‘of such unparalleled duration, the nature of the evidence
furnishes additional objections, the great bulk of the written testimony
being drawn from sources equally accessible to both parties, namely,
the records of the East India Company; and, consequently, those
parts on which your Petitioner relies for his Defence having been
equa.lly known to the Honourable Managers, before they were pro-
duced in evidence by your Petitioner, with those parts on ‘which the
Managers have relied in support of the prosecution.

 Your Petitioner ventures to affirm, and for the truth of the asser~
tion he appeals to your Lordships’ proceedings, that the written evidence
produced from his own exclusive custody is confined within a very small
compass, and occupies but a very few pages of your Lordships® printed
Minutes; that the evidence of many, if not of most, of the witnesses
called on the part of your Petitioner, was in a great measure known to
the honourable Managers several years ago, some of them having been
examined at the bar of the House of Commons before the Articles of
impeachment were exhibited against your Petitioner; many by their own
committee’; and the depositions of others of them, relative to the matters
concerning which they have been since orally exemined at your Lord-
ships’ bar, having been long since printed and given in evidence by the

_ Managers themselves, in the course of the trial,

«That your Petitioner begs leave ‘to state, that the evidence
given in support of the Defence, however extensive it may be at
the. present moment, was not brought forward nor delivered at one
time and in one mass, but in distinct and different parts, and in-
creased by gradual accumulation to its present state; and your Peti-
tioner, thercfore, submits that the Managers, in this respect, have
had a very considerable portion of time to examine such evidence.
That, in particular, the evidence relating to the first Article of Charge
adduced by your Petitioner,'was printed and delivered on the 11th of
June, in the year 1792; that given on the second Article was in like
manner printed and delivered, part on the 12th of Apnl, parton the 18th
of the same month, and part on the 6th of May in the present year; and,
all the testimony on the remaining Charges having been delivered by the

- 7th of June last, your Petitioner feels himself utterly at a loss to compre.

hend with what colour of nght the prosecutors, who have been for so
long & time in possession of so great a part of the evidence, particularly
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after a lapse of twelve days of allowed preparation for reply, since the
final close of your Petitioner’s Defence, can yet claim further time for
the purpose of such preparation; since it appears from the preceding

1793.

Petition of
Mr, Hast-

. statement, that the evidence on the Defence of the first Article has been "‘8‘ to the

ouse of

in their hands a complete twelvemonth, and the next will have been in Lonis, 10th

their possession, according to the most probable computation, when they
shall come to reply to it, upwards of twenty days, which is a term ex-
ceeding the duration of any one criminal trial of this kingdom, of allowed
legallty, even in its whole process.

“ That your Petitioner further begs leave to represent, that he has him-
self been constantly ready and attendant upon the trial during the
whole of its progress, nor has he ever, in a single instance, solicited a
moment’s delay; that he has, on the contrary, alone and without the
aid of -any co-operating application on the part of his prosecutors, pre-
sented his humble but repeated petition for its acceleration; and, under
these circumstances, he has taught himself confidently to expect that an
address of an opposite nature could not pos'albly bave been prepared on
the part of the prosecution.

“That your Petitioner feels this application the more peculiarly inju-
rious to him, as, in order to expedite the close of the trial, he has waived
his right to the observations of his Counsel in summing up the evidence
on the 6th, part of the 7th and 14th, Articles of the impeachment, and
both the opening and the summing up on the Charge of Contracts; and
this uader the declared expectation, which he trusta was not unreasonable,
that the reply would be thereby closed in the course of the present
session.

* If, however, contrary fo the usage and practice which has obtained
in every former mstance of Parhamenta.ry impeachment, and in repug-
nance to what your Petitioner conceives to be the established principle
of criminal jurisprudence, the Managers of the present Charges shall con-
tinue to_require further time for the purpose of their reply, and shall
persist in deeming the several long and unexampled intervals of prepara-
tion which your Petitioner has stated still insufficient to enable them fitly
to execute the remainder of that duty which may be expected at their
hands, and your Lordships, in deference to the urgency of such represen-
tations, shall, contrary to the earnest solicitations of your Petitioner,
incline to grant them a further portion of time for this purpose, your
Petitioner hopes that, in any event, such indulgence may be limited to a
very early day, and that the Managers may then be required to proceed

. with uninterrupted dispatch during a course of daily and continued
sittings, till the reply upon all the subjects of this impeachment shall
be fully and finally concluded in the course of the present session of
Parliament.”

After the reading of this petition, a debate ensued on the
request for further delay sent up from the Commons, in pur-

une, 1793.
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1793, suance of their vote of the 7th of June. Earl Stanhope
Adjomm.  Moved that the trial be resumed on the following Wednesday,
ot the 12th of the month ; and Lord Abingdon moved to post-
ing Sesston. pone it to the first day of the meeting of Parliament after

the prorogation, and that it then be prosecuted to a close
within the session. But, on his Lordship agreeing to with-
draw his motion, an amendment proposed by Lord Grenville
to Earl Stanhope's motion, that the trial be resumed on the
second Tuesday in the next session of Parliament, was carried
by a vote of 48 to 21. The reply of the Managers, there-
fore, was thus deferred to the year 1794,
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The speeches in the present volume have been printed
from copies of Gurney’s Reports in the hands of the Editor,
collated with those preserved in the library of Lincoln’s
Inn. The: following statement will show to what Reports
in any other form he has had access.

1. Dallas’ Opening of the Evidence in Defence on the
Firgt Article of the Charge, on the 9th, 11th and 12th, of
June, 1792. Gurney’s Report. A copy, made for the use
of Mr. Hastings’ solicitor, is in the British Museum, Ad-
ditional MS,, 1,73.

1. Law’s Opening of the Defence on the Second Article
of the Charge, on the 15th and 19tk of February, 1793.
1. Gurney’s Report. 2. An independent Report, made for
Mr. Hastings’ solicitor, and preserved in the British Museum,
Additional MS,, 17,080.

IIL. Plumer's Summing of the Evidence in Decfence on the
Second Article of the Charge, on the 25th and 30th of April,
and the 2nd and 6th of May, 1793. Gurney's Report. A
copy, made for the use of Mr. Hastings’ solicitor, is in the
British Museum, Additional MS,, 17,081,

IV. Dallas’ Opening of the Evidence in Defence on the
Sizth, Seventh and Fourteenth, Articles of the Charge, on the
9th, 16th, 17th and 24th, of May, 1793. Gurney’s Report.
A copy of the same, with a few corrections apparently by
Mr. Dallas himself, and with occasional corrections and more
numerous notes by another band®, is in the British Museum,
Additional MS,, 17,082.

* The writer of the notes appears to identify himself with the anthor of
an anonymous pamphlet, intitied “ Remarks on Mr. Fox’s Speech in Reply on
the Article of Presents, on the Trial of Warren Hastings,” London, Owen,
8vo., 1794. See Add. M. 17,082, 17th May, £.45 b,
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SreecH oF RoBERT DaLLAS, EsQ., CoUNSEL ForR MR, HAsTINGS,
IN SUMMING UP THE EVIDENCE IN DEFENCE UPON THE
FirsT ARTICLE OF THE CHARGE, RELATING TO BENARES;
9ty JUNE, 1792,

Grounds of the case, 2 ;—Bulwant Sing not a zamindar, 3;—
His attachment to the English, 4 ;—His treaty with the Nawab
of Oude guaranteed by the English, ¢b. ;—His independence, 5 ;
—His treachery and arrest, ib, ;—His death, 8 :—Succession of
Cheyt Sing through English influence, 9 ;—Nature of his tenure,
tb. ;—Interposition of Mr. Hastings in his favour, 10 ;—1'reaties of
Allahabad and Benares, 11 ;—Benares ceded to the English, 12;—
‘Allegiance of Cheyt Sing, #b.;—War with France, 13 ;—Measures
of defence, 15 ;—Requisition of troops from Cheyt Sing, ib.;—
Notice of it sent to the Directors, 17 ;—Appointment of Mr.
Hastings as Governor General, ib.;—Plea of estoppel, ib.;—
Terms of the Charge, 18;—Imputation of malice, tb.;—Appli-
cable to the whole Council, 19 ;—Propositions in answer, 20 ;—
Liability of Cheyt Sing, 21 ;—Law of Hindostan, 23 ;—Cheyt
Sing a tributary to the English, 25 ;——Evidence of Mr. Stables,
27 ;—Military service of . Bulwant Sing, 28;—Military service
exacted by Cr{eyt Sing from his zamindars, 29 ;—The right of
exacting service not renounced by the English, 31 ;—Tre?g of
Allshabad, ib. ;~——Bulwant Sing secured in his zamindary, 33 ;—
Not rendered independent, 34;—Sanad of 1773, ib. ;—Interposi-
tion of the English in 1775, 35:—Cheyt Sing’s independence

roposed by Mr. Hastin&s, 36;—Not effected, t5.;—Consultation of
l1)2th June, 1775, 36 ;—Subsequent agreement, 37 ;—Sovereignty
vested in the Company, ib. ;—Concessions proposed only to be
made to Cheyt Sing, 39 ;— Incorrect statement in the Charge, ib.;
—Mr. Hastings® plan, 41 ;—Cheyt Sing to have absolute au-
thority under the Company, ib.—Not to be independent, 42 ;—
Required to maintain troops, 43;—Claim of exemption from
demands,” 45 ;—Opinions of Mr. Francis and Col, Monson, 46 ;
—OQpinions of Mr. Barwell and Gen. Clavering, 47 ;—Instructions
to Mr. Fowke, 47 ;—E(llllivocn.tion in the Charge, 48;—0Oath of
fealty required from Cheyt Sing, 50 ;—Duties resulting, 51 ;—
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Liability of Cheyt Sing before and after transfer of sovereignty,
53;—Breach of treaties imputed in the Charge, 54 ;—Malice
imputed, ¢b. ;—Opposition of Mr, Francis to Mr. Hastings, 56 ;—
Concurrence of Mr. Francis in the demands, 57 ;—Proposal to
refer question of right to Directors, 59 ;—Conduct of Mr. Hastings
and Mr, Francis contrasted, 60, .

CONTINUATION OF THE SPEECH OF RoBERT DaLLas, Esq., Coun-

SEL FOR Mg, HAsTINGS, IN SUMMING UP THE EVIDENCE
v DEFENCE UPON THE FIRST ARTICLE OF THE CHARGE,

. RELATING TO BENARES; lltm JUNE, 1792.

Consultation of 9th July, 1778,62 ;—Mr. Wheler’s concurrence
in the demands on Cheyt Sing, 63 ;—Qualifications proposed by
Mr. Wheler and Mr. Francis, 64 ;—Consonant with Mr. Hast-
ings’ intention, ¢b.;~—Concurrence of Mr. Barwell, 65 ; —State-
ment of Mr. Hastings, 66 ;—Resolution of the Board, 67;—
War with France, b.;—Demand on Cheyt Sing, 68;—Mr.
Francis’ proposal to raise a loan, ¢b. ;—Vindication of the reso-
lution, 69 ;—Authenticity of intelligence of war with France, 70 ;
—Omission of mention of offensive measures in the Charge, 72;
—Condition of the treasury, 73 ;—Opinion of Mr, Francis, 74;
—Charge that other persons were not similarly taxed, ib,;—
Recapitulation, 75;—Letter of Mr. Hastings to Cheyt Sing, 76;
—Acquiescence of Mr. Hastings in the demand, 77 ;—Assent to
the demand by the wakil of Cheyt Sing, 76;—Dispute on
amount of subsidy, 5. ;—Assent on the part of Cheyt Sing, 80;
—Proposition of Mr. Hastings to require immediate payment,
ib. ;—Acquiescence of Mr. Francis, 81;—Plea of inability by
Cheyt Sing, 83;—His consent to the payment questioned by
Mr. Francis, 84 ;—Question of right reverted to by Mr, Francis,
85;—Modification of the demand proposed by him, 87;—
His opposition to the demand, 88 ;—The demand supported by
Mr. Barwell and Mr, Wheler, ib. ;—Renewal of demand in 1779,
89 ;—Motion of Mr. Hastings, . ;—Concurrence of the Council,
90 ;—Resistance of Cheyt Sing, 91 ;—Resolution of Mr. Hastings
to enforce payment, ib, ;—Assented to by Sir Eyre Coote, i, ;—
Dissent of Mr. Wheler and Mr. Francis, 92 ;~—March of troops,
ib. ;—Previous leniency of Mr. Hastings, 93 ;—Money collected
by the troops, 94 ;—Concurrence of the Company, i, ;—Renewal
of the demand in 1780, 95;—Mr. Francis commands majority in
the Council, 96;—Agrees to motion of Mr, Hastings, i, ;—
Assent of Cheyt Sing to the demand, ¢b.;—Delay in payment,
97 ;—Inconsistency of Mr. Francis, 98 ;—Concurs in motion of
censure 'on Cheyt Sing, 99;—Evasion of payment by Cheyt
Sing, 100 ;—Proposal of Mr. Hastings to impose a fine, ib. ;—
Approved by Mr. Francis, 101 ;—Payment by Cheyt Sing, and
remission of the fine, 102;—Charge of receiving a bribe from
Sadanund, ib.;—Admission of receipt of the money, 103 ;—
Renewal of the demand after receipt of the present, 104 ;—
Acquiescence of Cheyt Sing, 1b. ;—Demand of cavalry in 1780,
105 ;—Perilous condition of Madras, 106;—Objection of Mr,
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Francis to the demand, ib.; Invasion of Hyder Al, 106;—
Mr: Hastings® plan of defence, 107 ;—Sir Eyre Coote’s plan, b. ;
~Includes demand on Cheyt Sing, 108 ;—Recommended by Mr.
Hastings, #b.;—Approved by the Board, 109 ;—Treachery im-
puted to Cheyt Sing, ¢b.;—His duty to maintain 2,000 horse,
110;—Recapitulation, 111 ;—Evasive conduct of Cheit Sing,
113 ;—His liability to furnish troops, . ;—Breach of his duty,
114;—Lapse of his zamindary, 115;—His abili‘v to furnish
cavalry, b, ;—Evidence of Mr. Markham, 116 ;—Warlike prepa-
rations of Cheyt Sing, ib, ;—Review of his conduct, 117.

CoNCLUSION OF THE SPEECH OF RoBERT DArLas, EsqQ., COUNSEL
ForR Mg. HasTiNGgs, 1N SumMiNG UP THE EVIDENCE IN
DEerENCE ON TBE FIRST ARTICLE OF THE CHARGE, RELATING
T0 BENARES ; 127H JUNE, 1792,

Notice of the demands on Cheyt Sing sent to the Directors,
119 ;—Their approbation, 120 ;—Justification of Mr. Hastings, -
121 ;—Approbation of the Ministers, 122 ;—Lapse of time before
the preferment of the Charge, 123 ;—Eloquence exerted against
Mr. Hastings, $h.;—Imputation of malice, 124 ;—Enumeration
of charges, 126;—Conversation of Mr. Hastings with Mr.
‘Wheler, in 1780, $5: ;—Acceptation of the Benares Narrative as
evidence, 128 ;—Appointment of Mr. Markham as Resident at
Benares, 131 ;—Conduct of Mr. Hastings at Benares, 132;—
Charge of malicious motive, $h.;—Evidence of Mr. Markham,
133 ;—His letter to the Archbishop of York, 134 ;—Moderation re-
commended to Mr. Markham by Mr. Hastings, 135 ;—Written
instructions, 136 ;—Complaints of the police in Benares, 1b;—
Ineffectual application for cavalry, 137 ;—Motive assigned in the
Narrative for Mr. Hastings’ conduct, 138 ;—Confirmed by evi-
dence, 139 ;—Occasion of the fine, ib. ;—Proposed amount of the
fine, 140 ;—~Cheyt Sing accompanied hy 2,000 men, 142 ;—Im-
possibility of arresting him, 142 ;—Criminal motive imputed to
Mr. Hastings in his journey to Benares, 143 ;—Right of inflicting
a fine, 144 ;—Charges of malice and extortion, 145 ;—The inten-

s té(l)]n ngt cari'ied ou(t:;il 147 ;—fP;per of a.ceusationsf %elivereddto
ing, 148 ;—Charge of delaying payment of his subsidy,
l49e',-Yt—Resolution of the Council, y111510 ;——-Bistress of the a.rmyy
occasioned by the delay, 151 ;—Evidence of Major Camac, ib. ;—
Refusal of Cheyt Sing to furnish cavalry, 153 ;—State of the
police, b, ;—Denial of Cheyt Sing, 154 ;—Arrest of Cheyt Sing,
155 ;—Advised by Mr. Markham, 157 ;—Necessity of the measure,
th. s—Order of Mr, Hastings to treat Cheyt Sing with leniency,
159 ;~—Massacre at the Sivalaya Ghat, ib.;—Escape of Che
Sing, 161 ;—His letter of submission, #b. ;—Refusal of Mr. Mark-
ham to forward it, ¢b. ;—Attack on the hoats by Sujan Sing, 162;
—~Orders of Cheyt Sing for the massacre of the English, ib, ;—
Rebellion of Cheyt Sing, 163 ;—Attack on Bidjey Ghur, 164 ;—
Seizure -of the treasure, 165;—Letter of Mr, Hastings to Col.
Popham on the treatment of Cheyt Sing’s family, 166 :—Ap-
pointment of Mahipnarain to the government of Benares, 167 ;—
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Assent of the Council, tb.;—Arrest of Durbejey Sing, 163;—
Appointment of Jugger Deo Sing, 169 ;—Questions to be decided,
ib, ;—Present condition of Cheyt Sing, 170 ;—Conclusion, sb.

Sreeca or Epwarp Law, EsqQ., CouxseL ror Mn. IlastinGs,
IN OPENING THE DEFENCE ON THE SECOND ARTICLE OF
TAE CHARGE, RELATING TO THE DBEcuiMs or OubDE ; 15ta
FEBRUARY, 1793,

Present disturbed state of India, 173;—English Power in
India dependent on prestige, 174;—Observance of treaties, 175 ;
Leniency of punishment of the Begum, 176;—Subordinate
Charges, ib. ;—Origin of connection of the British with Oude,
¢b. ;—Conduct of Suja-ud-Dowla at Buxar, 177 ;—Is restored to
his possessions by the treaty of Allahabad, b.;—Treaty of
Benares, 178;—Death of Suja-ud-Dowla, ¢b. ;—His debt to th>
Company, ib.;—Duty of the Company, 179 ;—Interference of
Mr. Bristow respecting the Nawab’s treasure, 180 ;—Mr. Hast-
ings’ opinion of it, 181 ;—Suja-ud-Dowla intrusted the manage-
ment of his revenues to the Begum, ¢éb. ;—Deposited his treasure
with her, 182 ;—Supposition of a gift incredible, éb. ;—Puarentage
of the elder Begum, 183 ;—Character of Seadat Ali, ib. ;—The
jagirs of the Begums, 185 ;—The Nawab’s treasure, b, ;—Neces-
sitous condition of the Nawab’s successor, 136 ;—His intention
to build a fortified treasury, 187 ;~Sanctity of the zananas, 18%; °
—Gives no right to the property deposited therein, 189;—The
Begum’s claim on the ground of filial respect, 140;—Title by
gift, 192 ;—Mr. Goring’s conjecture of the Begum’s wealth being
derived from the treasure deposited in the Begum's sanana, 192;
—Its improbability, 193 ;—Her wealth derived from inheritance,
ib.;—Her title by bequest barred by the Mohammedan law, 195 ;
—Legal claim of e&\e Nawab, ¢b. ;—Alleged recognition by
Mr. Hastings of the Begum's right, 196 ;—T'reaty of October,
17¢5, 197 ;—Guarantee of the Company, 199 ;—Proposal of Mr,
Francis to enforce claims on the Begum, 200 ;—Resisted by Mr.
Hastings, 201 ;—The Nawab accepts fifty-two Incs, . ;—Right
of the Begum under the treaty of, 1775, ib. ;—Disapproval by the
Board of Mr. Bristow's visit to Fyrabad, 202 ;—Difference be-
tween the Nawab and the Begum adjusted by Mr. Bristow, 204 ;
—Mr. Hastings’ rejection of the Begum's right to the treasure,
205 ;—He supports her right under the treaty, ¢, ;—His refusal
to confirm the proposed guarantee, 207 ;—Consultation of the
Council, June, 1730, 2580 ;—Imposition of tankwahs on the jagirs
of the Begum's relations, ib.;—Exemption claimed by her, 3b.;
—Treaty of October, 1778, guaranteed by Mr. Hastings, 210;—
It provides for the maintenance of the Khourd Mahal, ¢b. ;— Major
Gilpin succours the women in the Khourd Mahal, 212;—Mr.
Hastings’ visit to the Upper Provinces, 213;—Delegation of
power by the Council, ib. ;—Recall of. Mr. Bristow, 215 ;—Order
of the Dlirectors for his reappointment, sb. ;—Mr. Hastings’ delay
in complying, 216;—Association of Mr. Middleton with Mr.
Bristow, 217 ;—Removal of Mr. Bristow hy Mr, Hastings, 218 ;—
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on oath respecting these transactions, 636;~Factions in the
Council, 637 ;—His opportunity of concealing the receipt of the
presents, sb. ;—Inquiry addressed by the Directors to Mr. Hast-
ings, 638 ;—His reference to Mr. Larkins, 639 ;—Present from
Nundulul, 640 ;—Its application to the public service, 641.

CoxcLpsioN oF THE SPEECH OF ROBERT Darras, EsqQ., Coun-
sEL. FOorR Mr. Hastings, IN OPENING THE DEFENCE OX
THE SIXTH, SEVENTH AND FOURTEENTH, ARTICLES OF THE
CHARGE, RELATING TO PRESENTS ; 24TH May, 1793,

Present from Raja Nobkissin, 642;—Alleged solicitation of a
loan, 643 ;—Letter to Directors, ib. ;~—Examination before the
House of Commons, 644 ;=—The loan retained ag a gift, 645 ;=
Appropriation of the sum, ib.;=To defray his expenses, 646 ;—

ire of houses, 648 ;—Compilation of Hindu and Mohammedan
law, ib. ;—The Mohammedan academy, 649 ;—Disbursements
for the office of Governor from 1772 to 1784, ib. ;—Expenditure
under Lord Clive, 650 ;—Mr. Hastings® letter to the Directors,
651 ;—Justification of the appropriation of the money, ib.;—
Offer of a second present from the Wazir, 652 ;—Not intended for
a bribe, 653 ;—Charge of suffering the sum to remain in bills in the
hands of agents, 651 ;—Subsequent unwillingness of the Wazir
to give the present, ib. ;—Disclosure of the offer, 655 ;—Accept-
ance of the present for the Company, 656 ;—Charge of corrupt
motive in endeavouring to conceal the fransaction, 657 ;—Re-
futed by his instructions to Major Palmer, . ;—Approval of the
instructions by the Council, 658 ;—Omission to record the in-
structions, 661 ;—Refusal of the Wazir to transfer the present to
the Company, ib. ;—Charge of mal-administration of the revenue,
662 ;—Indirect admission of Mr. Hastings’ honesty, 664 ;—De-
putation of amins, . ;—Their conduct, 665 ;—Their instructions
not produced by the Managers, ib. ;—Necessity for fresh valuation
of thelands, 667 ;—Power given to the amins, 668 ;—The power of
arrest confined to the Provincial Council, id. ;—Objection of Gen.
Clavering, 669 ;~—Appointment of Gunga Govind Sing, 670;—
Abolition of Provincial Councils, ib. ;—First establishment of Pro-
vincial Councils, 672;—Approbation of them by Mr. Hastings,
673 ;—His change of opinion, b, ;—Expediency of the institution
at the time, 674 ;—Assumed hostility of Mr. Francis, b. ;—His
disapproval of the plan of Provincial Councils, 676 ;—Evidence
of Mr. Anderson against them, 677 ;—And of Sir John Shore,
ib, ;—Establishment of Committee of Revenue, 678 ;—Appoint-
ment of Gunga Govind Sing, 679 ;~~Plan of Committee of Re-
venue, 680 ;—Approved by the Council, 1. ;—Perversion of evi-
dence by the Managers, 681 ;—Plan for regulating the Committee,
ib. ;—Character of Gunga Govind Sing, 682 ;— His skill, 683 j—
Opinion of Mr. Anderson, ib. ;—Evidence of Sir John Shore, 634 ;
Establishment of Committee of Revenue likely to excite opposi-
tion, 687 ;—Alleged ill results, 638 ;—Evidence of Sir John Shore
of increased prosperity of the country, 689 ;—Objection of his
being in complicity with Mr. Hastings, . ;—Conclusion, 691,

YOL. I1I, €
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Endeavour of Mr. Hastings to reform the police of Oude, 219;
—Reasons of his journey to Oude, 220 ;—Treaty of Chunar, 221 ;
—Description of & jagir, 1b.;—Is resumable, 222;—Mischief
arising from the nature of the tenure, 223 ;—Mr. Hastings® con-
sent to the resumption of the jagirs, ib. ;—-Case of the Begum,
224 ;—Compensation refused by her, 225;—Question of her
guilt, 126;—Law respecting treaties, 227 ;—The Begum en-
courages Cheyt Sing in resistance to the Company, 228 ;—Peri-
lous position of Mr. Haslings in Bepares, 229;—Retires to
Chunar, and is joined by the Wasir, b, ;—Letter of Col. Hannay
reporting hostile acts of the Begum, 230 ;—Responsibility of the
for the acts of her servanty, 231 ;—Evidence of Col.
Popham, 232 ;—and of Capt. Wade and Lieut. Birrel), 233.

CoxcLTsION oF THE SPEECH OF EpwaArD Law, Esq., CoUxseL
For Me. HastixGgs, IN OPENING THE DEFENCE ON THE
SeEcoNp ARTICLE oF THE CHARGE, RELATING TO THE
Becuums oF Octpe ; 19ta FEBRUARY, 1793,

Recapitulation, 235;—Evidence of Mobammed ‘Amin Mir,
236 ;—Application for the arrest of the family of Sheik Khan,
237 ;—Opposition by Shumshire Khan to the British troops, 338;
—Authorised by the Begum, 239 ;—Letter of Captain (Rxso'rdon,
ib. ;—Letter of Col. Hannay ing the affuir at Tanda, 240;
Complicity of the Begum, $b. ;—Rebellion of Saadat Ali, 242 ;—
Is unpunished, sb. ;—History of Saadat Ali, ib. ; —Murder of Mur-
teza Khan, 243 ;—Seaadat Ali received by the British at Benares,
ib. ;—Capt. Williams’ information, 244 ;—Second letter from Col.
Hannay, $b. ;—Najibs from Lucknow at the battle of Pateeta,
245 ;—Notoriety of the rebellion, 247 ;—Perilous position of
troops at Fyzabad, 247 ;—Resumption of the jagirs, 248 ;—Dis-
belief in the Begum’s hostility imputed to Mr. Hastings, ib. ;—
Indications of suspicion in his letters, 249 ;—Termination of the
troubles in Oude, 250 ;—Interception of despatches, 251 ;—Cor-
respondence between Mr. Hastings and Mr. Wheler, 253 ;—Evi-
dence of the rebellion subsequent to the treaty of Chunar, 255 ;—
Corrupt motive for accusing the Begum attributed to Mr. Hast-
ings, tb. ;—Evidence of Capt. Edwards, 256 ;—Evidence of the
Begum’s guilt in Mr. Hastings’ possession, 257 ;—The affair at
Tanda, 258 ;—The Begum’s account of it, 259 ;—Insincerity of
the Begum, 260 ;—Major Macdonald compelled to abandon his
camp, sb. ;—The salute fired from Fyzabad, 261 ;—Attempts to
tamper with the troops of Major Macdonald and Col. Hannay, 261;
—Case of the Rani of Bansi, 263 ;—Treachery of Mohammed
Khan, 264 ;—Offer of rewards by the Begum for the heads of
British officers, 265 ;—Danger of the troops at Fysabad, ib;—
Evidence of Doond Sing, 266 ;—Two witnesses of that name, tb.;—
Deposition of Doond Sing, commandant, 263 ;—Of Doond Sing,
subahdar, ib. ;—Perversion of Mr. Middleton’s testimony, 269 ;—
Mr. Hastings’ belief in the Begum’s guilt, 271 ;—Lapse of the trea-
sure, 272;—Willingness of the Wazir to seize the treasure and
the jagirs, i. ;—His scheme of a partial resumption defeated by
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Mr. Middleton, 273 ;—Charge of harshness in seizing the trea-
sure, 274 ;—Evils of delay, ib.;—Necessities of the Company,
275 ;—The present of ten lacs, id. ;—Debt of the Waazir, 276 ;—
Mr. Hastings’ motives stigmatised as pretences, 277 ;—Present
affluence of the Begums, 278 ;—Necessary employment of force,
ib. ;—Letters of thanks from Capt. Gordon and Col. Hannay to
the Begum, 279 ;—Swrrender of the eunuchs to the Wazir, 230;
—Delivered to the British commander, ib. ;—Charge of cruelty
towards them, 5. ;—Theirrelease after eight months’ confinement,
281 ;—State of the Begum’s finances, 282 ;—Leniency of measures
for obtaining the treasure, ib;—Distress in the Khourd Mahal,
283 ;—Relief afforded by Major Gilpin, 284 ;—Confusion of dates
by the Manager, ib. ;—Affidavit of Hoolas Roy, 285;—Want of
feeling imputed to Mr. Hastings, 286 ;—His letter on the punish-
ment of the Begums, 287 ;—I‘Fon—payment of stipulated compen-
sation for the jagirs, ib.;—Alleged dissatisfaction of the Direc-
tors, $b.;—Minute of Mr. Stables, 288 ;—Misunderstanding of the
Directors, ib. ;—Mr. Hastings’ letter to the Board, 23d Jan. 1782,
289 ;—The onginator of the measure of seizing the treasure, 290 ;
~—Substance of the Article, ib. ;—Propriety of inquiring into the
Begum’s conduct, 291 ;—Recapitulation, 592 ;—Conclusion; 293.

SpEEcH oF THOMAS PLUMER, EsQ., CoUNSEL ¥or Mr. HasTiNgs,

IN ScMMiING UP THE EVIDENCE 1IN DEFENCE ONX THE SECOND
ARTICLE OF THE CHARGE, RELATING TO THE BEGUMS OF
Oupe;: 25tH ApriL, 1793,

Enormity of guilt charged against Mr. Hastings, 295 ;—Com-
pleteness of investigation of the Charges, 296 ;—The Article
founded on erroneous principles, ib. ;—Plan of discussion, 297 ;—
Subjects of the Charge, b. ;——Resumption of the jagirs, 299 ;—
Hindu law, 300 ;—A jagir resumable at pleasure, ib. ;—Evidence
of Mr, Purling, ib. ;—Mr. Middleton’s description of jagirs, 302 ;—
The Managers’ account of the claims of the Begums, 303 ;—Con-
tradicted by Mr. Hudson, $b.;—Jagirs resumable, 304 ;~Testi-
mony of Col.- Duff, 305 ;—Evidence of Sir John Shore, 4. ;—Com-
plicity imputed to Sir John Shore, 307 ; —Vindication of his
character, sb. ;—Right of the Sovereign to resume lands, 308 ;—
Large army kept up by the Begums, 309 ;—Complaints of the
‘Wazir on the subject of the jagirs. 310 ;—Resistance of the Begum
to the amil of the Wazir, 311 ;—Position and character of the
Begums, ib. ;—Threatening language of the younger Begum, 312;
—Early hostility to her son, 313 ;—Frequent interposition of Mr.
Hastings, i5.;—Right of resumption, 314 ;—Seizure of the treasure,
b, ;—Evidence against the Begum’s right to the treasure, 315;—
Fraudulent conduct of the Begum, ib. ;—Question of title to the
treasure, 316 ;—Law of Hindustan on claims to estate of a de-
ceased person, 1b. ;—Debts of Suja-ud-Dowla, 317;—His successor
assumes his liabilities, 319 ;—Inherits right to the treasure, $b.;—
Suppression of a will by the Begum, ib. ;—Pretended title by gift,
320 ;—Letters of Mr. Bristow, sb. ;—The Wazir’s right admitted
by him, 322;—The treasure committed to the Begum as a de-
posit, b.;—Confidential position of Behar Ali Khan in the
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Begum’s service, 323 ;—Pretended admission by the Wazir of the
Begum’s right, 326 ;—Charge of subornation of letters, 327 ;—
Claim by the Wazir to the treasure, 328 ;—Pretended support by
Mr. Hastings of the Begum’s claim, 329 ;—Her right serived
from treaty of 1775, 330 ;—Mr. Hasting’s opinion grounded on
misrepresentations of the Begum, b.;—Perversion of evidence, -
331 ;—Admission that the treasure was part of the Wazir’s pa-
trimony, 332 ;—Admission of the Wazir’s right in the agreement
with the Begum, 333 ;—Place of deposit of the treasure, 334;
—The Begum acting as treasurer for the Wazir, 335;—His in-
tention of fortifying a %l(aoe for the treasure, i6. ;—Right to goods
in the zanana, 336 ;—Minutes of Col, Monson and Mr. Francis,
b, ;—Subsequent opinion of Mr. Francis, 337 ;—Testimony of
Mr, Goring, 338 ;'—Ifts irrelevancy, 5. ;—His ignorance of trans--
.actions in Bengal, 340 ;—Real nature of resources of the widow
of Suraj-ud-Dowla, 341 ;—Recapitulation, 342.

CONTINUATION OF THE SPEECH OF TmomAs. PLUMER, Esq.,
CounserL ¥or Mg. HASTINGS, IN SUMMING ver THE EvI-
DENCE IN DEFENCE ON THE SECOND ARTICLE OF THE
CHARGE, RELATING TO THE BEcUMs oF OUDE ; 30TH APRI,
1793. o :

Measures of Mr. Hastings in connection with treaties, 344 ;—
Treaty with the Bow Begum in 1775, ib.;— With the elder
- Begum in 1778, 345 ;—Extortionate character of the treaty, ib. ;
—TFinancial difficulties of the Wazir on his accession, 346 ;—
Mutinous spirit in- his army, $b. ;—Dissatisfactions at Lucknow
fomented by the Begum, 347 ;—Treaty with the Wazir, 1775,
348 ;—Stipulation of the-payment of his father’s debt, b.;—
Application of the Wazir for the funds in the Begum’s hands,
349 ;—Mutiny of his troops, $b. ;—Fifteen lacs obtained from the
Begum, 350 ;—Further applications of the Wazir to the Begum,
351 ;~—Calculation of her resources, ib, ;—Failure of the Wazir's
applications, , 352 ;— Mr. Bristow’s interference, 353 ;— He is
. party. to a treaty with the Begum, ib. ;—Conduct of the Begum,
354 ;—Relinquishment by the Wazir of his claim, on receipt of
fifty-six lacs, 356 ;—Purpose of the freaty, 357 ;—Guarantee of
the Company, 358 ;—Breach of faith by.the Begum, 359 ;—Her
-forfeiture of the guarantee, 360 ;—Mr, Middleton ordered not to
interfere, 361 ;~—Unauthorised treaty with the elder Begum, 362;
-—Interposition of Mr. Hastings on behalf of the Bow Begum in
1776, ib. ;—And in 1779, 363 ;—Violation of the treaties by the
Begums, 364 ;—Nonpayment of the sum due to the Wazir, b. ;
—Letter of complaint from the Begum, 365 ;—Its object the re-
moval of Murteza Khan, 366 ;—Ogjection of General Clavering
and Mr. Francis, ib. ;7—The request refused, 367 ;—Irritation of
the Begums at the cession of, Benares, 367 ;—Complaints of Mr.
Bristow to the Begum, 368 ;—Exculpatory letter of the Wazir,
ib, ;—Transference by the Wazir ta the Company of the residue
of the debt due from the Begum, 369 ;—Final settlement of the
dispute, 370 ;—Aid given by the Begums to Cheyt Sing, tb. ;—
Perilous position of the Company’s affairs, 371;—Rebellion of
Cheyt Sing, b. ;—Forfeiture by the Begums of the protection of
42 - '
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Company, 372 ;—Nature of the evidence, 374 ;—lmpossibility of
trying the Begums for treason, 375 ;—Alleged conspiracy of Me.
Hastings against the Begums, 376 ;—Necessary complicity of the
Coundil, 3;7 ;—And of officers emploved, 378 ;—General belief
in their rebellion, ib. ;—Evidence of Capt. Edwards, 330 ;—Ervi-
dence of Major Gilpin, 38%1;—Mr. Hastings’ belief in the Be-
gum’s guilt, 333 ;—Hearsay evidence, 334 ;—Mzr. Holt’s examin-
ation, 35,

CONTINUATION OF THE SPEECR oF THOMAS PLUMER, Esq., Corxk-
seL. FOR MRr. Hasrings, IN SuMMING TP THE EviDENCE
1IN DEFENCE ON THE SECOND ARTICLE OF THE CHARGE,
RELATING TO THE BEcUus oF Orpk ; 2xp Mar, 1793,

Reality of the Begums’ hostility, 338 ;—Allegation that the
* assistance sent to Cheyt Sing came from the Wazir, 390 ;—FProofs
of the Wazir’s fidelity, 392 ;—FEvidence of Sheikh Mohammed,
393;—Ervidence of the Begums® participation in the rebellion,
395 ;—Responsible for their agents, 396 ;—Admission of the
rebellion of Cheyt Sing, 397 ;—and of insurrections in Barsitch
and Goruckpore, ib. ;—The Begums advise Cheyt Sing to resist
the British, 393 ;—Cheyt Sing’s agents at Fyzabad, 399 ;—Ear]
successes of Cheyt Sing, 400;—Col. Hannay's march o
by the Begums. 401 ; tain Williams’ troops hmpend with,
th, ;—Affair at Tanda, 402;—Policy of the Begum 1n assisting
Capt. Go:}llon, 403 ;4\10«;&3 o:'b British, (;::"d ;—Tbe:lr influ-
ence on the Begum’s conduct, . ;—Capt. on an t.
Williams witnesses for the Defence, 405 ;—Testimony of S:ror
Macdonald, 406 ;—Value of the affidavits, 407 ;—Statements of
Major Macdonald, ¢b.;— Evidence of Major Gilpin, 411 ;—Of Col.
Hannay, 412;—Alleged cause of the insurrection, 416 ;—Ervidence
of Capt. Williams, 418 ;—Recapitulation, 421 ;—Troops from
Frzabad in Cheyt Sing’s army, 421 ;—Evidencs of Capt. Wade,
422 ;—Confirmed by C‘}:" Grey, 426 ;—Alleged m_ef
witnesses an argument in favour of Defendant, ib. ;— ination
of Col. Popham, 427 ;—Ervidence of Capt. Birrell, 423 ;—Evi-
dence of Col. Blair, 430 ;—of anvt. Simes and Capt. Shuldham,
431 ;—of Major Lumsden, Mr. \Wombwell, and Col. Duff, 432;
—General testimony to the fact of the Begum’s guilt, éb. ;—Saadat
Ali's complicity, 433 ;—Recapitulation, 434,

CoxcLrsioNy or tHe Spercn or TuoMas PrLruee, Esq., Covx-
SEL PoR Mg, Hastives, IN Staaang TP THR EvVIDENCE
1IN DEFENCE ON THE SkooxD ARTICLE OF TRE CHARGE,
RELATING TO THE Bicrus or Oupe; 6t Mar, 1793,

Division of remainder of the subject, 436 ;—Mode of executing
the measures, 437 :—Alleged compulsion used towards the Wasir,
438 ;=—Necessity of the mearures, b, ;—Dunger of invasion of
Oude, 439 ;—Negotiation with Madaji Scindia, 440 ;—Increase
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of military expenditure, 441 ;—Mr. Hastings charged with re-
sponsibility for the government of Oude, 442 :—Reality of the
debt to the Company, ib.;—Condition of the Company’s
finances, 443 ;—System for better government of the country,
441 ;—Resumption of the jagirs, ¢b. ;—Inconsistency of the
charges, 445 ;—Mistaken policy of the Directors in opposing the
measure, 446 ;—Actual result from it, ib. ;—The Nawab’s oppo-
sition, 447 ;—His adoption of the measure as his own, 448 ;—
Charge that the measure was cbtained by bribery, 449 ;—Charge
of receipt of present by Mr. Hastings, 450 ;—Its application to
the use of the Company, 451 ;—Charge of attempt to conceal the
receipt of the money, &b, ;—Improbabilities in the Charge, 452 ;—
Manner of executing the measures, 453 ;—Indulgent treatment
of the Begums, 454 ;—Impracticability of a trial, i5. ;—Offer of
compensation for the jagirs, 455;—Intemperate answer of the
Begum, 457 ;—Resistance to the Wazir, 458 :—Troops sent to
the Wazir’s assistance, ib. ;—Withdrawn at his request, 459 ;—
Orders to Mr. Middleton, 1. ;—His disobedience to them, 461 ;—
Seizure of the kella at Fyzabad, i.;—Inhumanity imputed to
Mr. Hastings, 462 ;—Justice of the measure of seizure of the
treasure, 463 :—Filial and maternal obligations, 465 ;—Affidavits
sworn before Sir Elijah Impey, $b. ;—Treatment of Behar and
Jewar Ali Khan, 466 ;—The whole Board responsible, 469;—
"Falsification of dates imputed to Mr. Hastings, s6. ;—Irregularity
in entering letters, 471 ;—Evidence of Mr. xuriol respecting the
letter of the 29th of November, ib. ;—Alleged distress og the
Begums, 472;—Charge of cruelty in respect of the Khourd
Mahal, 473;—Evidence of Capt. Jacques and Major Gilpin,
474 ;—Confusion of the Charge, 475;—Description of the
Khourd Mahal and the Coss Mahal, 478;—Support of the
Khourd Mahal not dependeunt on the British, 478 ;—IIl feeling
of the Begums towards the women of the Khourd Mahal, 479 ;—
Evidence of Capt. Jacques, 5. ;—Evidence of Mr. Middleton,
480 ;—Major Gilpin advances money in aid of the Khourd
Mabhal, ib.;—Is rebuked by the Wazir, 48] ;—Charge aguinst
Mr. Hastings of indifference to the distresses of the women, ib. ;
—Paper of intelligence from Fyzabad, 482;—Interpolations,
483;—Mr. Hastings charged with stifling inquiry, 484 ;—Letter
of the Directors, ib. ;—Its fallacies, 487 ~—Danger of encouraging
rebellion, 488 ;—Want of precision in the order of the Directors,
489 ;—Honour of the nation involved in the alleged guilt of
Mr. Hastings, 491 ;—Effect of a conviction on the ple of
India, ib.;—Mr. Hastings’ motive for avoiding the trial, 492;—
Absence of personal considerations, 493 ;—Uniform testimony to.
the character of Mr. Hastings, 494 ;—Conclusion, 496.

SeeecH or RoBERT DALLAS, EsQ., CounseEL FOR Mr. HasTiNGs,
IN OPENING THE DEFENCE ON THE SIXTH, SEVENTH AKD
FOURTEENTH, ARTICLES OF THE CHARGE, RELATING TO
PxreseNTS 3§ 9TH May, 1793,

Cousolidation of the three Articles, 497 ;—Description of the
Charges, 498 ;—Receipt of presents for his own use, 499 ;—Cor.
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ruption, 500;—Corrupt practices imputed to the Company’s’
servants, 501 ;—Want of precision in the Charge, ib. ;— Letter of
Lord Clive, 502 ;——Penalty bond restraining the Governor from
taking presents, . ;—Restrictive oath proposed by Lord Clive,
503 ;—His measures adopted by the (PJouncil, ib. ;—Period of
Mr. Hastings’ first service in India, 504 ;—He returns & member
of the Council of Madras, ib.;—Is appointed second in the
Council of Bengal, 504;—Approval of Mr. Hastings’ measures
"by Committee of the House of Commons, 505 ;—He is appointed
Governor General, ib.;—Charge of evasion of the restrictive oath,
506 ;—Evidence of the oath taken by Lord Clive, Mr. Verelst
and Mr. Cartier, 507 ;—The restrictive oath not taken by Mr.
Cartier, 510 ;—It is not tendered to Mr, Hastings, 6. ;—Covenant
entered into by Mr. Hastings previous to departure for India,
511 ;—The restrictive oath not taken by Sir John Macpherson or
Lord Cornwallis, ib. ;—Letter of the Directors ordering the arrest
of Mohammed Reza Khan, 512 ;—Charge against Mr. Hastings
of cruelty in executing the order, 513 ;—Secresy enjoined, b, ;—
Mr. Hastings® letter in communicating the order to Mohammed
Reza Khan, 515;—His directions to Mr. Middleton respecting
the arrest, 516 ;—Mr, Middieton’s account of the arrest, 517 ;—
Orders of the Directors respecting the inquiry inte Mohammed
Reza Khan’s conduct, 518 ;—Prolongation of inquiry occasioned
by Nundcomar's contumacy, b.;—The inquiry terminated b;
Mr. Hastings, 519 ;—Trials of Mohamme za Khan an
Mr. Hastings compared, ib.;—Approval of Mr. Hastings’ con-
duct by the Directors, 520 ;—Their order for appointment of a
minister to the Wazir, ib.;—Appointment of Munny Begum, °
1b. ;—Her alleged unfitness, 521 ;—Committee of Circuit to revise
the system of collections, 522 ;—Their report, ib. ;—Appointment
of a naib subahdar, 523 ;—Offices of guardian and naib subah-
dar treated as co-extensive by the Managers, ib. ;—Perversion of
. evidence, 524 ;—Suppression ofthe office of naib subahdar, b. ;—
The Begum appointed guardian to the Wazir, 525;—Alleged
delegation of supreme power to the Begum, 526 ;—Alleged unfit-
ness of the Begum, 527 ;—Sketch of her life adduced by the
Managers, 528 ;—Evidence of Mohammed Reza Khan, 530 ;—
Acquiescence of the Committee of Circuit, 531 ;—Corrupt motive
imputed to Mr. Hastings, 532 ;— Appointment of Raja Goordass
proposed by Mr. Hastings, 5. ;—The Council’s approval of the
appointment of Munny Begum, 533;—Approval of Directors,
_tb:;—Corrupt motive imputed to Mr. Hastings, 534 ;—His
admissien of the ‘receipt of a lac and ‘& half of rupees, as
allowance for entertainment, b.;——General usage, 535;—Its
legality, 536 ;—Irregularities practised by public officers, 537 ;—
Specific corruption imputed to Mr. Hastings, ib. ;—Receipt of
three lacs and a half originally imputed, 538 ;—Unimportance of
the amount, ib, ‘ o



CONTENTS OF -THE SPEECHES, ki

CONTINUATION OF THE SPEECH OF ROBERT Dairas, Esq,

" CounsiL ForR Mr. Hastings, IN OPENING THE DEFENCE

oN THE SixTH, SEVENTH AND FOURTEENTH, ARTICLES OF
THE CHARGE, RELATING TO PRESENTS ; 16TH MaY, 1793,

Charge of corrupt motive in appointing Munny Begum, 540;
—Circumstances adduced in evigence, 542 ;—Omission by Mr.
Hastings to furnish account of the Wazir’s expenses, 542 ;—The
order to furnish it addressed to the Council generally, 543 ;—
Charge of fabricating false accounts, 544 ;—Reduction of the
‘Wazir's expenses ordered by Mr. Hastings, 545 ;—Evidence of the
reduction having been made, 546 ;—Pretended conspiracy of Mr.
Hastings and Mr. Crofts, 547 ;—Mr. Crofts appointed by the

- Council, 547 ;—Absence of Mr. Hastings at the time¢, 548;—
Increase of Mr. Croft’s salary imputed to Mr. Hastings, 549 ;— -
‘Was moved by Mr. Barwell, ib. ;—Falsification of evidence by
the Managers, 550 ;—Suppression of grounds of Mr. Barwell’s
motion, 551 ;—Acquiescence of Mr. Francis, 3b.;—Qualified

" dissent ‘of Generdl‘%lm’zering‘, 552 ;—Charge against Mr. Hast-

- ings of inconsistent conduct towards Nundcomar, 553 ;—The
Manager’s description of Nundcomar, 554;—Report of the
Board to appoint Raja Goordass, 555 ;—Character of Nundcomar
according to the Directors, 556 ;—Right of Mr. Hastings to
object to the testimony of Nundcomar, $b. ;—Compulsory pallia-
tion of Nundcomar’s conduct, 557 ;—Early reflections on his
character by Mr. Hastings, 558 ;—Mr. Goring’s mission to
Moorshedabad, ib. ;—Removes the Begum and seizes her papers,
559 ;—The memorandum of a payment to Mr. Hastings, b, ;—
Mr. Hastings demands investigation, 560 ;—Mr. Goring’s con-
versation with the Begum, 561 ;—Question desired by Mr. Hast-
ings to be put to the Begum, 562 ;—Minute of Col. Monson,
563 ;—Question of usage, 1b,;—Opinions of Mr. Francis, Gen.
Clavering and Col; Monson, 564 ;—Account of Mr. Hastings’
‘travelling expenses to Moorshedabad, 565;—His expenses at
Moorshedabad not charged to the Company, $b. ;—Questions put
‘to the Begum, 566 ;—Evidence of the Begum, 567 ;—Confirmatory
evidence of Col. Monson, ib. ;—Recapitulation, 562 ;—Lapse of
time prior to the Charge, 569 ;—Charge relating to transactions
subsequent to the Act of 1773, 570 ;—Receipt of presents allow-
able previously to the Act, 571 ;—True meaning of the Act, 1b.; _
—Corrupt practices prior to the introduction of ‘covenants, 572 ;
—Their object to restrain servants of the Company from applying
presents to their own use, ib. ;—Similar object of the Act, 573 ;
—Terms of the Charge, 574 ;—Misapprehension of the Act, ¢b. ;
—Receipt of presents for the use of the Company not contrary
to the Act, 575;—Perversion of meaning of the Act, 576 ;—Proof
by a subsequent ‘Act, 577 ;—Declaratory laws, sb.;—Acts of 13

-and 24 ‘George II1,, 578 ;—Act of 24 George IIL. an enacting
law, 579 ; — Recapitulation, 580 ; — Opposition of majority of the
Council, 581 ;—War with France, ib, ;—Exertions of Mr., Hast-
ings, 582 ;—His recommendation to conciliate Mudaji Bosla, 5683 ;
—Recommendation of a feint on the capital of Madaji Scindia,
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584 ;—Proposal of a demand on Cheyt Sing, ib.;—-Reduced
number of the Council, 585 ;—Agreement of Mr. Francis and Mr.
Wheler to the first proposition, ib. ;—Their objection to attack
Madaji Scindia, 586 ;—Mr. Hastings’ minute in reply, 587 ;—
Offers to provide for the expense of the expedition, éb. ;—Deposits
two lacs in the treasury, 588 ;—The money previously received
from Cheyt Sing, ib.;—The offer made soon after the receipt of
the money, ib. ;—Charge of his offering the money as his own,
590 ;—Sends account of the transaction to the Directors, ¢b.;—
Return of Mr. Francis to Europe alleged as the cause, sb. ;—Pre-
vious disclosure to Mr. Larkins, 591 ;—Dealings with the Raja of
Berar, 592 ;—Distress of the Raja’s army, 593 ;—Offer of money
on condition of assistance, ib. ;—Necessity of secrecy, ib. ;—Story
of the three bonds, 594.
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CounseL. For MR. HastiNGgs, 1IN OPENING THE DEFENCE
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Paymeant of three lacs to the Raja of Berar, 595;—Error in
account sent by Mr. Hastings to the Directors, ib. ;—Attempt of
Managers to falsify Mr. Hastings' letter of the 29th November,
1780, 596; —Charge of attempting to defraud the Company, 598 ;
—Four bonds received by 151:. %-hstings, 599 ;—Error 1n Mr,
Hastings’ account, tb. ;—Absence of fraudulent intention, 600 ;—
Application for three bonds, ib. ;—History of the fourth bond,
602 ;—Alleged conversion of the bounds into bills, 603 ;—Applies
only to Mr, Hastings’ bond, ib. ;—Account of the three bonds,
ib. ;—Misstatement imputed to Mr. Hastings, 605 ;—Indorse-
ment of the bonds, ib. ;—Mr. Larkins® affidavit, b, ;—Mr. Hast-
ings’ letter from Cheltenham, 607 ;—Mistake as to date of
indorsement, GO8 ;—Delivery of the bonds to Mr, Larkins,
609 ;—Success of Mr. Hastings’ policy towards Madaji Scindia,
612;—And towards tbe Raja of Berar, 614 ;—Importance of
Col. Pearce’s junction with Sir Eyre Coote, ib.;—Bribe from
Kelleram, 615 ;—Grant of lease, §b. ;—Long leases recommended
by Mr. Young, 617 ;—Character of Kelleram, ib. ;—Kelleram’s
payment taken 8s a peshkush, 618;~—And applied to the publie
service, 620 ;—Time occupied by the payment, 621 i—Alleged
influence of rumours of intended appropriation of the money, 4, ;
~Evidence of Mr. Young, ib. ;—Previous conduct of Mr. Hast-
ings, 623 ;—Present from the Nawab of Oude, 624 ;—Receipt of
the money disclosed by Mr. Hastings, 625;—Letter to the
Directors, 626 ;—Imputation of corrupt intention, 627 ;—Asser-
tion of the disclosure being necessitated by the largeness of the
sum, 627 ;—Evidence of Mr. Middleton, 629 ;—Tardy realisation
of the bills, ib. ;—Receipt of the mone{ communicated to the
Directors, 631 ;—A ppropriation of it to the public service, ib. ;—
Lvidence of Mr. Wright, ib. ;—Letter of the 22nd of May, 1782,
b, ;—Mention by him of the receipt of other sums, 633 ;—Delay
in sending the letter, 634;—Offer of Mr. Hastings to answer



