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REPLY TO' L OANADIEN,

‘We promised in our last number that

* wewould notice the articles in Le Canddicn
of the 206th. and 27th ultimo. We find
nothing in the long article in the 26th that
we have not already fully discussed, ex-
cept the answer to what is) termed our
“ naive remarque,” that there was no vela-
tion between the telegram as to finances
and the Railway 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
was based on the supercession of the legal
tribunals of the Province 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
Cunadien vindicates Mr. Angers’ explana-
tions in the Ilouse, on- the ground
that  the . Lieutenant-Governor = gave
to Mr. DeBoucherville permission to
make explanations. Le Cunadien does not

venture to deny that permission was’

necessary, but he alleges that it was given.
Fortunately the Jetter 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 to the Lieutenant-
Govelnox s language than was intended.
The - Lieutenant-Governor very properly
desired that the explanations should not

be made until the new Cabinet had been |
formed, and he wrote to that eflect on the -

4th March, and he defined in his letter
‘“his two memorandums’ (of the 25th
# February and Ist March) addressed io
“the Ion. Mr. De Boucherville  and the
“answers made to those memoranda
# by the Hon. Mr. De Boucherville of the
“27th February and 3rd March.” Iow,
after this precise definition; any - one ad-
mitting. that permission was necessary,
could imagine that it extended to o docu-
ment which had never been seen by the
person whose permission was required, we
fail to comprehend. Le¢ Canadien has
made a notable discovery, which never
- occurred. to any of his party during the
last nine months. It is said to be contrary
to constitutional practice for the Sovereign
to divulge what passes in confidence be-
-tweenfhimself and bis ministers.. A case
is cited : “When Lord Grey 1esmned in

1832, on the refusal of Iing Willimn 1V,

to create peers to carry the Reform Dbill,
the King informed theDule of ‘Wellitig-
ton and Lord Lyndhurst that the Dulke of
Richmond, a member of the Grey Cubinet,
had-been opposed to the cleatxonof peers,
. and .possibly dxsclosed otlier '§éer ets of
@he Cabinet, all of ‘which'was.condemned,

‘and justly so, in our opinion. Mr

" they are responsible for their acts.

“never

. Letel-
lier is charged with divulging the secrets
of his Cabinet, but there is this wide dif-
ference between the cases: In the Eng-
lish case the communication was made to
the opponents of the Grey Ministry,
whereas - Mr. TLetellier wrote to- the
Governor-General, = by whom he was
appointed, a. defence of his conduct
in reply to an unwarranted attack .on
him by a member of his late Admin-
istration. The analogy in. this case is
between thé Lieutenant-Governor and
the Governor-General. Both are subordi-
nate oflicers, and not only entitled bub
expected to communicate on all impor-
tant matters with their chiefs, to whom
It is
well ‘known that the Governors-General

ave in the habit of writing to the Secre-.

tary of State at great length on all subjects
that they thinlk fit to bring to his notice,

and that their despaches aire liable to be.

called for by Parliament although never
seen by their Ministers.
letter to the Governor-General commences
by submitting ¢ for your Lordship’s con-
sideration documents and details which I
could not lay before the public.” Ior
the publication of that letter Mr. Letellier
is in.no way responsible, though for its
statements le unquestionably must be
held answerable. For its subsequent dis-
tribution after publication at Ottawa, his
Ministers may or may not be responsible
according to ciréumstances. The charge

as made by Le Canadien is wholly without’
| foundation.

The reference in Mr. Letel-
lier's letter
constantly misrepresented and misunder-
stood.  1i was not referred to with a view
of making & new charge against the ex-
Ministers, or of re-opening a question
which had been disposed of; but because
on that occasion the Lieutenant-Governor
had intimated to the Premier ‘tliat he
“ maintained onprinciple that all matters
“ cognizable by the Judiciary should be
“ {nvariably left to the Courts which {rom
“ their organization are beLtex fitted than
% the Executive to enquire into matters
“of fact and of evidence, and that I would
allow the. substitution of the
“powers. of the :Executive for those of
“ the Courts when the latter had jurisdic-
“ tion.” Now most assuredly the \k'iewktlu_ls
taken by the .Lieutenant-Governor.

stucﬂy n Consexvatwe one, and:ib g;ov-
ernéd his whole conduet, in the Mont-

. magny case, which he brought up in lns_
“letter, “ to show your D\cellency that the
;% Prime Munster was  -then. pelfectly,
w aware of my views on’that point; and_
R should not in’ consequence have intro-
| “ duced cluung the lq.st. sessxon of our,

Mr. Letellier’s -

to the Montmagny aflair is.

“Legislature any legislative measure, or

¢ performed any administrative act tend-

“ing to substitute Executive for Judicial
“ power without notifying me, and espe-
“ cially without advising me on the sub-
“ jeet.'! We contend that the Montmagny
case was most properly adduced in a
letter to the Governor-General to establish
the special impropriety of introducing (he
objectionable clauses in the railway bill
without = previous consultation with the
Lieutenant-Governor. We shall be very
brief in our veply to Le Canadien about
the Lieutenant Governor’s alleged con-
versations with Members. We have no
facts before us, and we must be excused
from entering into a new controversy on
the allegations of persons hostile to the
Lieutenant-Governor, who neglected to
prefer any charges they might have on
that head against his responsible Minis
ters during the session. We regrel
having had to. occupy so much: space
with this interminable controversy.

TIIE ROMANCE QF A BANK CLERK.

A curious case is on: trial at Brussels,
Belginm, which excites considerable inter-
est in  consequence -of the amounb of

money involved, and the long series of

successful thelts which it d]bC]OSQS. The
person on trial is Eugene’ ‘,l"Kmdt, until
recently a clerk in the Bank of Belgium.

“Against him there are brought 149 distinet

counts of fraud, forgery and embezzle-
ment, and the aggregate of the amounts
he has stolen reaches the enormous total
o(‘ £4,600,000. He has pr actically pleqded

Hgmli,y and the only obiject of tlie trial is
_to determine his legal responsibility and
fix the pen'llby

T'Kindt is a young man .
of excellent family, who ten years ago
presented himself to M. Fortamps, ¢hief
director of the Bank of Belgium, and de-
sired a position ‘as junior clerk. Iis
agreeable manners and excellent busi-
ness quulities won for him the confidence
of his superiors, and he was soon appomt-
ed chief clerk of the deposxt departinent.
Inimediately théreafter he began o sevies
of systematic robberies. The - thrifty bur-
ghers of Belgium reposed unlimited con- - :
fidence in the bank, and \\hen once their .-
railway shares, bonds, scrip and. other
securities were. safely deposxted therein
they gave themselves no further anxiety
concerning them. The bank had.a free-
and-easy way . of conducting its business,
and when. securities were' deposited,
the only' entries m'ule Hn" the - ledgers

were -thie namé' 'of the  depositor and;]; ‘
“the mature - of. his securxtxes, but" not

the “number ' of the Intter.- As most”
of the deposﬂ:oxs kept, no note of the‘ ‘




