
REPiILY To LE oANADiE.

We promised in our last number that
we would notice the articles in Le Canadica
of the 26th and 27th ultino. We find
nothing in thé long article in the 2Gth *that
we have not already fully discussed, ex-
cept the answer ta what is termed our
" naive reina-qu e," that there was no rela-
tion between the telegram as ta finances
and the Railvay Bill. The answer is that
the Railway Bill involved a large amount
of money. Surely Le Canadien is aware
that the Lieutenant-Governor's objection
iwas based on the'supercession of the legal
tribunals of the 1rovince and the constitu-
tion of the Governor in Council as a court
to determine the liability of the munici-
palities. In his number of the 27th Le
Canadien vindicates M1r. Angers' explana-
tions in the House, on the ground
that the Lieutenant-Govei-nor gave
ta Mr. DeBoucherville permission ta
imake explanations. Le Canadien does not
venture ta deny tlhat permission ias
necessary, but lie alleges that it was given.
Fortunately the letter of the Lieutenant-
Governor of 4th March leaves no doubt on
the subject. The permission lad been
originally given verbally, and, as on other
occasions, Mr. De Boucherville gave a
much greater latitude ta the Lieutenant-
Governor's language than iras intended.
ihe Lieutenant-G overnor very properly

desired that the explanations sbould iot
be made until the new Cabinet had been
formed, and lie wrote ta that eflee:t on the
4th March, and lie defined in his letter
"l his two memorandums (of the 25t1
"< February and lst March) addressed ta
"tlhe Hon. Mr. De Boucherville and the

answers Made ta those niemoranda
by the Hon. Mr. De Boucherville of the

427thi February and 3rd March.' low,
after this precise definition, any one ad-
mitting that permission iwas necessary,
could imagine that it extended ta a docu-
ment wrhich had never been seen by the
persan whose permission iras required, ire
fail ta camprelend. Le Canadien lias
Mnade a notable discovery, which never
occurred, ta any of his party during the
last nine montlhs. It is said ta be contrary
ta constitutional practice for the Sovereign
ta divulge ivhat passes in confidence be-
tweenihimself and his ministers. A case
is cited: Wheun Lord. Grey resigned in
1S32, on the refusal of King William IV.
ta create peers ta carry the Rteforin bill,
the King informed the Duke of Welliig-
ton and Lord Lyndlurst that the Duke of
.Richmond, a member of the Grey Cabinet,
hadbeen oppoéed ta the creationof peers,
and possibly disclosed éthier secrets af
the Cabinet, all 'of which was condemned,

and justly so, in our opinion. Mr. Letel-
lier is charged iith divulging the secrets
of his Cabinet, but there is this wide dif-
ference between the cases: In the Eng-
lisl case the communication was made ta
the opponents of the Grey Ministry,
whereas Mr. Letellier ivrote ta the
Governor-General, by whioi lie was
appointed, a defence of his conduct
in. reply to an unwarranted attack on
him by a member of his late Admina-
istration. The analogy in this case is
between the Lieutenant-Governor and
the Governor-General. Both are subordi-
nate ollicers, and not only entitled but
expected ta communicate on all impar-
tant natters with their chiefs, ta whoim
they are i-esponsible for their acts. It is
well knoinr that the Governors-General
are in the habit of ivriting ta thei Secre-
tary of State at great length on all subjects
that they think fit ta bring ta his notice,
and that their despaches ai-e liable ta be.
called for by Parlianient although never
seen by their Ministers. Mr. Letellier's
letter ta the Governor-G enieral commiîences
by subniîttinig "for your Lordsiip's con-
sideration documents and details which I
could not lay before the public." For
the publication of that letter Mr. Letellier
is in no way responsible, thougli for its
statements lie unquestionably must be
leld answerable. For its subsequent dis-
tribution after publication at Ottawa, his
Miniisters nay or nay not be responsible
accarding ta circumstances. 'ha charge
as made by Le Canadica is wholly without
foundation. The reference in Mr. Letel-
lier's letter ta the Montnagny affair is
constantly misrepresented and misuiider-
stood. It iras not referred ta with a view
of makinîg a new charge against the ex-
Ministers, or of re-opening a question
irhichli had been disposed of, but because
on that occasion the Lieu tenan t-Governor
luad intimated ta the Iiemier that lie
" maintained on principle that all matters
I cognizable by the Judiciary should be

" invariably left ta the Courts whicli from
" their organižation are better fßtted than
"the E xecutive ta enquire into matters
"of fact and af evidence, and tîxat I wrould
"never allow the substitution of the
"powers of the Executive for those of
" the Courts whien the latter had jurisdic-
" tion." Now Most assuredly the viewr tius
taken by the Lieutenant-Governor is
strictly a Conservative one, and it gov-
erned his Whole conduct in the Mont-
magny case, which le brought up in his
letter, " ta showy your Excellçncy thiat tlie
"Prime Minister was tien perfectly
" awàre of my views an tliat point and
"should nat in consequence have intro-
" duced during the last session of our

"Legislatuie -any legislative measure, or
" performed any administrative act tend-
"ing ta substitute E.Zeeutive for Judicinl
"paeower witiout notifying me, and espe-
" cially irîthout advising me on the sub-
" ject.l Ne contend that the Montnngîîy
case was Most properly adduced in a
letter ta the Governor-General toestablish
the.special improp riety of introducing the
objectionable chaises in the railway bill
without previons consultation iwith the
Lieutenant-Governor. We shall be very
brief in our reply ta Le Canadien about
the Lieutenant Governor's alleged con-
versations withl Menbers. We have no
facts before us, and wîe nust be excused
from entering inta a new controversy on
the allegations of persons hostile ta the
Lieutenant-Governor, who neglected ta
prefer any charges they mniglt have on
that lead against his responsible Minis
tars duiring the session. We regret
having had ta occupy so much space
with this interminable controversy.

THE ROMANCE OF A BANK CLERK.

A curious case is on trial at Brussels,
Belgiun, which excites considerable inter-
est in consequeice o the amouit of
money involved, and the long seiies of
successful thxfts i-hicl it discloses. c The
person on trial is Eugene T'Kindt, until
recently a clerk in the Bank of B elgium.
Against him there are brought 149 distinet
counts of fraud, forgery and embezzle-
ment, and the aggi-egate of tie amounts
lie las stolen reaches the enormous total
oi $4,600,000. He has practically pleaded

guiilty, and the only abject of te trial is
to.deternine his legal responsibility and
fix the penalty. T'Kindt is a yaung man
of excellent faniily, rho ten years aga
presented imînself to M. Fortamps, chief
director of the Bank of Belgium, and de-
sired a position as junior clei-c. Mis
agreeable maimers and excellent busi-
ness qualities won for huin the con1fidence
of his superiors, and hue was soan appoint-
ed chief clerk of the deposit departinent.
Inimediately thereafter he.bgan a series
of systematic robberies. The thifty bui'-
ghiers of Belgium reposed unlimited con-
fidence in the bank, and when 'once their
railray shares, bonds scrip and other
securities were safely deposited therein
they gave thiensehres né fur-theraänxiety
conceriiing them. The bank hîad a free-
and-easy way of coniducting its business,
and when secueities iere deposited,
the only enties made ýin the ledgers
were the nane af the depositör and
the natu-e of is sécuirities, but not
the number aof the latter. As most
of the depositors kept no note of the
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