
T13S ?RRBGÂT1VES OP TUE~ MlWN. 291

years illustrates the practicai effect- of this differenee. In 1872
teMinistry o.teday carried a iltbrough teHouse o

Commons aboliahing the system of purehase ini the army. The
bill was rejected by the Lords. The Cabinet then disevered that
purehaae oould be aboliuhed by Royal Warrant-.e., by somethiiig
very like the exorcise of the prerogative. The system was then
and there abollmhed. The change, it will probably be conceded,
met with the approval, flot only cf the Conunons, buit of the
electors. But it wiil aime be conceded that, had the alteration
req-tiired statutory authority, the system of purehase znight have
cantinued ini force up te the present day. The existence of the
prerogative enabled the Ministry in this particular case te, give
ixnmediate effect te the wishes of the electors, and this is the
resuit which under the cireumstances of modern polities the
murvival cf the prerogative will in every case produce. Thé pre-
regatives of the Crown have become the privileges cf the people":
(Law cf the Constitution, pp. 392-394).

The exemple cited by Mr. Lecky cf the exercise of the pre-
rogative cf the Orown by the Cabinet as a privilege cf the people
is pecuiliarly significant if we rememaber that the fiercest contest
between Charles I. and the Parliamient was ini reference te the
contrai cf the army. The prerogative, however, which was
clairned by Charles I. for a personal. purpose, has been exeroised
in aur own tixnes by Ministers of the Crown in the interests cf the
people, whose servants they acknowledge theniselves te be. The
Royal prorogative debate in the leuse of Lords and the Archer
Shee debate ln the flouse cf Ceimons, as illustrations of this
great developrnent cf our Constitution, are of suprenie value-
Law Times.


