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by more than ,wo-thircls, than the sum named by the accu-
rate member for Sheliield.

IIavint>; disposed of your financial mis-statements, let

me now demand u})on what authoril/ you have ventured
to assert that " by my intervention people were employed
to break the law of the United States, aiul that by my
hands they were paid for so doing." I deny tlie accusa-
tion. I plead, before the peo[)lc of Eiij^land—Not Giulty.

I demand the proof, and, if ever I see l^iUgland ajrain, will

call upon you to produce it before your own constituents,

or acknowledf^'c the injiistice of the accusation.

I was sent into the United States in the spring of 1855,
not to violate the law, but to ascertain the value of certain

representations made by parties in that country, that

thousands of men wished to come lawfully, f)eacefully, and
without any infringement of law, or olfence to the authori-

ties, into the British Provinces, there to enlist in the

service of the Queen. That duty—one of some hazard
and delicacy—I performed : and I challenge you, if not in

the presence of Parliament, before the erii[)ire of which wc
are citizens, to prove against me one illegal act, done or

instigated in the United States, during the two months
that I spent in that country.

It is true that the District Attorney laid before the

Grand Jury of New Yorlc, a Bill of Indictment against me
for a misdemeanor. Nt)body who knows the state of

feeling in the city at the time, or the devotion of that func-

tionary to the interests of Russia, will doubt his anxiety to

sustain it—but he could not. It is true that a clerk in my
employment, was arropted and tried at Philadelphia—but
he was honourably acquitted, the Judge deciding that no
violation of law had been committed. What right have
you then to assuui^i that I, or any person over whom 1 had
legitimate control, violated the laws of the United States ?

In British Courts of Justice you were taught to presume
the innocence of persons, arraigned with all the formalities

of law, until their guilt was pruved. You reverse the rule.

You assume the guilt of a British gentleman, who, for two
months, walked the streets in the midst of his enemies,

and the enemies of his country, and whom they dared not

try ; and of another, who when tried, was honourably

acquitted.

The only extenuation that I can discover for such folly

or injustice, is to su))posr tiiat the wretched Philadelphia


