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different times about perfons looking
‘only at meafures and not at men; he
- confeffed he was very much inclined
to confider this as mere cant and hy-

pocrify, or at leaft as proceeding from

ignorance. In one fenfe, and to a

certain degree, they muft go together.

If any Gentleman brought a charge

againft Minifters, it was abfurd to fup-

pofe that a man could condemn mea-

fures and riot, wifh to remove the men

by whom they, were adopted. . If that

oufe were .to agree.in a refolution

to cenfure the condudt of the King’s

Misiifters, it onght to by followed up

with 2 Motion for removal of thofe

Minifters, - Nothing .in" his opinion
could be more ab%nrd than to fup-

_pole, that the fyftem of Minifters
could be disapproved of, and yet that

they ought to %ekept in Officeyin

hopes that they would adapt 3 lime: of

condu& contrary to that of ‘which

they were known to approve. . But

this- principle had been pufhed a lit-

' tle farther, and to an extent to which
he could not affent. . If a'Gentleman

faid he disapprowed of tht Meafures

" of Admiftration, and therefore he
would, it pofiihle, remove the Minis-

_ ters, he could underftand him; it
was fair, conflitutional language~—

He would even go-farther, and ad-

mit, that if the . meafures of Minis-

ters were even not -condemned, but

only not approved of, ftill it might

be fair to propofe to remove.the Mi-

nifters, but he had no conception of

gentlemen faying they approved of

the gneafures,, and would ftill, -if pos-

fible remove the men.

ciple was gonce adopted, .in what a

fituation .would the Conftitution be

_placed. 'The right of that'Houfeto
addrefs his Majefty to remove :his

Minifters, on proper grounds; was
inconteftible ; ‘but to foppcfe that the
Houfe had a right to remove Minis-

ters without affigning any public}

~ground whatever, wag incontiftent

If this prin-
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with every principle of the Conflitu-
tion. It would také from the Crown
the right ‘of choofing it§ own fervants,
and make the office of Minifter the
fubject of perfonal canvafs. It was
true, that in 1784 there was an ad-
drefs to remove Minifters, withont
any charge -againft their public con-
duct; but even in that cafe there was
an allegation of their having comé
improperly into office, tho’ that wa
found by no means: to ‘be the - public
opinion. He wifhed merely to be
tried by his public’ conduct, and he
could anfwer for himfelf und he be*
lieved for -his cblleagues in offices
that if Parliament disspproved . of
 their meafires, they would not. wifb
to- continle orie ‘moment longer -
office;: .If their meafures were nof
fburid'to be. tonfiftent with. the ho~
nouroand * dlterefts of the countrPs,
-they would - mot -attempt - to .fet of
 Prerogative againft Privilege, in anf
<cafe where: the exercife-of the -lot*
ter was really conftitutional. - If th¢
King had the nomination of his M-
‘nifters, Parliament ought to contr!

them, to watch over them, and to %"
amine their meafures; and upon th¥
principle the fafety of the Conftitt”,
tion, depended. He hoped the Pa”
liament would slways endeavour ¥
prefervé to the Crown its prop®
place in the Conlftitution, while the}
maintained their own Privileges, af®
to the opinion 'of Parliament BF
‘Majefty’s Minifters would always f“ﬁ;
mit themfelves whenever it was_ €f°
prefled” = S

T

~ Sif Francis Burdett, éondemneg’
in ftrong terms, both the prefent 38"
the former adminiftration ;" aﬁd'c"*
cluded with giving his* voice agaﬁfg
the refolution. I ‘

The debate was ‘continued by B‘r;”
H. Browne, Mr. Galcraft, the Ch””
cellor of the Excheques, Mr. Y%7
and Lord Caftlereagh, in fupport.y
the moticn ; and by Dr. Lawrﬁ"t




