
the public have a riglit to iho ruITost informa-
tion. Whnt '\f Mie object of making pxplaiii-
tions at all ? i hat the puhlio iii;iv1)ti able to
judgo whetlicr the retiring ininislrv liavo act-
ed right or wronir. They are tlie parties up-
on trial

; an:i they Imvo a rijrlit to e\;it>e:t per-
mission III ulale eccrijthivir ntcnsdri/ 'for t/irir

covipltlcjuslljlauiuii. It'wonl.l ho an uiipre-
cedenteJ as it would bu usflcss for tlie sover-
eign or his roprosciitativo to limit Ilia crpla-
nations of Minister^', because any attempt to
do so would bo invariably mot, as Mr, Uald.
win declared in the House he would hdve n:et
it, viz., ' by a refusal to say one word until
the required permission should bt- irrauted.'

"

Now, with this reusonina' f entirely a^ripe
as far as it (roes

; 1 ut it omil.t the very priiril i

at issue. Wo are ;iot enquiring what ouoht,
to be in the abstract, but what was {.hafacVm
the case .' To prove wiiat ()«;-•/;< tn ),c and
what iras, are two differ.iU ihings. It is with
facts, not with C7-pr,liritri/, lliat we have to do.
This fallacy of shifting the ground argues
badly for the cause in vvhich a is employed.
But there is still anollier fallncy n thi.s at-
tempt at reasoning—anotiier bh'il'tinir of the
ground—another sfiir/.-inir of the (|uestion. ! t

is not whether niinisters'ou<iht " to slate ev-
ery thing necessary for their complete jusli-
licatron ;" but wlirther the Croirn hus not a
voice in deciding that point as will as the re-
tiring ministers.' Jt is admitted by I\lr.

Hincks that ministers cannot explain at all
without the permission of tlio thrown

; can
they then explain anij more than they are per-
mitted ? f^ertainly not. flavo not the late
Councillors given explanations which have
not only not been permitted, but a'^ainst
-whicn the Crown has (protested .' [ am not
now enquiring whether tliey gave any e.xnla-
nations not necessary to their justification—
that will be considered in another place ; all
such evasions of the question argu(> the nn-
tenableness of tiie proceeding of the late
Councillors. I am now enquTring— D;</ the
Crown consent to thi- c7phinulion''wliirli ilirii

gave ? The protest of the Crown is proof de-
monstratrvH that it did not ; and a hundred
columns of speeches, and as many evasions,
cannot prove it otherwise.
When they fjund that '.he Crown dissent-

ed from their eiplaiiatiou, what was their du-
ty .' Undoubtedly to defer their explanation
until the Crown and they should ao-ree upon
the facts to be explained. But suppose no
such agreement could have been con • to .' I
answer, in the first place, ministers should
have tried whether such an agreement could
not have been conr.e to. Secondly, if the
Crown and they could not have agreed upon
the facts to be explained, they would have re-
cused to explain ; and the Parliament would
have applied for the correspondence which
had taken place between the Crown and its
late advisers. Thus the whole affair would
havo been fairly brought beibre parliament.
I hus the House of Commona, not satisfird
witii the stateracntp made, applied to the
Crown and obtained all the letters which hud
pawed between the King and his Ministers,

the Earl of Oxford and Lord Chancellor So-
mers.

Had the late ministers furnished the Crown
in writinjT, with their advice and ne^rotiation
(as did Sir Robert i'eel) then there could not
h.ivo been by any possibility a dilTeronce be.
tweeii the Crown and tiiem as to the grounds
of iheir reslgualion, and constquently no dif-
ference as to their intended explanation. This
Ihey carefully avoided <loing Wiien they
determined to resign, instead of preparin(r the
" case ol facts," tliey thought it " necers.iry
for their complete justification, " to give such
a version of the allair as would tell best upon
the parliament fnd the country; fhow far it

was correct I shall onquire in the seqartl ;)

and tliey bring if before parliament, not with
the sanction of the Crown, but in l!ie face of
the Governor General's sulemn protestagainst
ils fairne^.s and truth ! such a prore'eding
cannot bj paralleled in the history of Respon-
sible Government throughout the world.
So much as to the /«t'/A- of this proce lintr

Now as to the ^jn;iCi^/ti' and coiisciiurnr.es in-
volved.

^
Was it not a practical wresting from the

Crown the sceptre of its prerogntive, and the
essentia! shield of its character" and safety '

If the late Councillors denied thi> Crown
even a consenting to their " case of fints"—
their parlinnienlary exphination— can they al-
lege that they n'lrarded its prerogative much
in any thing else ?

^
If tliey claimed to use the authority of the

Crown as a " tool" to sanction a party as well
as an rxparte explanation, can they prove
that they did not seek to u^e it as a " tool"
for the promotion of other party purposes .'

If ihey practically asserted their right to do
as they pleased in regard to their " "explan.i-
tion," regardless of the protest of the Crown,
is it improbable that they asserted the right
of equal discretion in regard to all other acts,
whether the Oown consented or protested ^

If they jiractically asserted the right to deal
With the character of the Crown asUiey plea-
sed— to attribute to it what sentinients or acts
they i)leased in the teeth of its own solemn
protests— is it unlikely they sought to dispose
of the patrovugc of the Cro'wn .' The greater
includes ti.o le.'ss-and wiio will not say that
character is greater than patronage.-'

I state these questions not as facts but aa
legitimate inferences, and aa subjects for se-
rious rellectiou. The facts at which thty
point will be hereafter examined.
And what are the conscijaences involved in

such a precedent and j>rocoedings .•' Does it

not remove from the Crown tlfe only safe-
guard of its jionor, and strip it of the last wea-
pon for the defence of its character.' Sup-
pose the Governor to bo the reader, and the
reader to be one of an association of 7 or 8
employed in deliberatio.T on public matters ;

that differences arose, and the reader stood
alone; that a dissolution of their association
.n-.r-wed; tiiat the other 7 siiouid didW up a
statement for publication of those differen-
ces, and in it ascribe various execrable sen-
timents and acto to the reader, which h»


