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Lafontaine to be Sir Robert I'eel and the
Duke of Wellington, and the Canadian Le-
gislature to be the British Parliament. They
are now British Ministers in a Urilish Parlia-
ment—and their prooeedings must be judged
acoording to liie law of British ministerial and
piirliamentary jiractlcc s-iiire the revolution of
](i""8. Juijyed by that law, I shall sliow that
tliyy liavec()iinnil.teil errors whioli involve not
(jiily the violation of Iho principles of Res-
lionsible Governinent, but, if successful, the
pulitical ruin of on(! of the noblest characters
111 tlie Billisli Ein|)irG.

Did, tlicn, ruir Cmadian Sir Robert Pool
and Duke ot Wi'llinijtoii come before I'arlia-

mcnt with wiiat lias Jieen above definrd to bo
a case or cases of facts, and with the myul
])crmission to state those facts .' If so, where
is the proof? The answer is their assertion.

But no man, or company of men, can be wit-
nesses in their own case. Their assertion,

thrreCore, is no proof ; and the roiteriition of it

a million times leaves it assertion still— does
not transmit it into proof. In all cases of dis-
pute or difference, the plaintiffand defendant,
whether I hey respectively ocnsist of one or

many individuals, are assumed to be on nti

equal footing. Their mutual statements are

equal, and therefore balance each other

—

amount to nothing—are not tftken into the
account. It will be admitted thattiie Crown
ia at least equal to its advi&ers. Where then
is the proof that they had the Crown's |)er-

mission to make those allegations ? Without
enumeiating particulars, 1 will notice, as an
example, two of those cxjilunulory allegations.

The lale Counsellors, assert that the Crown
holds views incompatible with the constitu-

tion, as established by the resolution of Sep-
tember, 1841, and that in its acts, it has de-

viated from liiat constitution, as thus estab-

lished. The Crown protests against the

sentiments and acts thus ascribed to it. As-
suming then for the moment, contrary to

all precedent, that the Crown, instead of be-

ing incapable of dninc.' wrun:^, is capable of

violating the estublished constitution, both

theoretically and pracli'ally, and ca.j le ar-

raigned for it before a Canadian Legislature,

where ia the /;j-0(^ of its niiili? If a Iiorse-

ttiief or murderer is entitled to be idjui!;^ed

innocent until he is proved guilty, is not iho

Crown entitled to at least an equal privilege .'

Would a jury convict an alle!.fed thii'f or nuir-

derer upon the assertion of the CVomh, who
is the prosecutor in .such eases? And is the

Crown to be convicted upon the assertion of

its prosecutJTS. Ai.d would the Crown give

permis-iion to accuse itself—and to accuse

itself of opinions and acts against which it

protests ? And where is tho'r permission to

state those facts .'

But this is only the commencement of

what i have to say on this e.vtraordinary bu-

sim'ss. To make tliu rase more [ilain, and
perfectly intel!ii;i!)le to every reader, 1 >vill

selet:t Hriti.-.h. nreceiient—the verv last wllicli

has occurred in Knglaud, of a minister resign-

ing on account ot ditference of opinion with

his suvai'ign. 1 allude tu the resignation cf

Sir Robert Peel in 1S.33, (for Lord John Rus-
sel and his colleagues resigned in 1841 on ao*
count of their differenee witii a parliamenta-
ry majority, and not on accountof any differ-

ence between them and their Sovereign.

>

And here, to remove every obscurity front
the question, I beg to make a preliminary re*

mark on the mode of official conimunication
letweon tlie Crowr, and its servants, or be-
tween [lublic ofiiiers and individuals. In all

sueh cases— in all cnligiilened governments
— no coinniuiiiciilinn is considered oflicial

w hich is not in icriiing. Cabinet consulta-
tions, ordinarily, may be verbal, for the Cabi-
net is a bo('y not known in law. It is with
the acts of the Government, and not wiihthri
modes of intercourse among its members, that
the Parliament has to do. And of those acts,

v.ritteri documents are the only legitimate
proof. Jf the reader, for example, were to

have even interviews with the Sovereign or
his ministers, on any subject, all this would
bo only preparatory and preliminary to official

correspondence and action. It would be ne-
cessary for him to commit the material parts
of his verbal statoujents fo writing, and get a
written answer ; and nothing more than what
was witten would ever be recognised as ofK-

cial or binding. If private conversations were
admitted as official, endless misunderstand-
ings and confusion would ensue. When
Lord Ashburton came to America to negotiate

on the boundary question, his Lordship and
Mr. Webster had several day's private conver-
sations, and learned each other's views, and
agreed on every material point, before they
I'ven commenced their official correspondence
on the subject. Their private conversations
were for tiiemselves alone ; their written cor-

rt'spondence was for the public as well as

themselves. The conversation ofofficial men
are otten reported through the press, and are

sometitiu's referred to in official correspon-

dence ; but tliey are of no authority any fur-

ther than the parties to wlicm they are attri-

buted choose to admit.

This mode of olliciul intercourse is the dic-

tate uf prudence as well as usage, and espe*

cially in any matter wliicli may by possibility

become liie sut>jecl of public discussion and
otTicial proceeding.

How then did Sir Robert Peel proceed on a

similar fccasion, only one more simple, and
thereforo requiring less precision and expli-

citness ? He does nut ask his Sovereign to

come to any understanding with him as to

whether she .vould in lulure make or "not
mako apiiointm 'iits prejudicial to his in-

lluence"— he leaves each case to stand upon
its own merits and to be decided as it might
occur ; but he advises Her Majesty to remove
certain ladies of her bedchamber. She decli-

nes, and asserts her right to rciain them—

a

rorlit which Sir Roiiert does not question.

—

Ho then rcsppctfully declines accepting a seat

ill her Majesty's councils.

Hut does i.B litop there ? No. British

practice and common sense required him to

do much more. He then reduced his verbal

advicy to writing, with the reasons for it, and


