
*(ity of tint principle entitles them to tba
«onf5dence of this House, being in strict ac-
cordance with the principles embraced in the
Resolutions adopted by this House on the 3rd
September, 1841.

It will thus be seen that the late advisers
presented their claim to th« confidence of
the House, not upon the recommendations
winch they had made of certain persons to
office, but upon the " question of their right
to be consulted," not upon their advocacy ofa
certain kind or line of policy, but upon their

• alleged advocacy of a certain principle, which
his Kxcellency (the other party in the " case
oi facts")aver8 was never a subject of dispute.
Now, before examining minutely the seve^

ral facts err.braced in his Excellency ^ state-
ment, I niuit make a remark or tv.o on the
fallacy of the kind of omissions which the
Governor-General alleges against the expla-
nations of his late advisers. A good writer
on historical investigation remarks, that " a
statement of facts is fallacious when any of
the alleged facts are not true—when it in-
cludes facts not relating to the subject—and
when important fscts are omitted. This last
error is more frequently exemplified in those
cases m which facts are collected on one side
of a question, or in support of a particular
doctrine. To the same class we may like-
wise add those instances in which statements
are received as facts, which are not facts, but
opmiona."

Into every one of these four kinds of fal-
lacies have the late Couucillors fallen in
their "explanation." They drag in certain
«1 eged "opinions" ofthe Governor General
which he denies, and which, did they exist,'
have no more to do with the working of the
system of Responsible Government than the
color of his fJxcellency's hair. The system
ot Responsible Government requires that
every appointment to office should be made
througha responsible minisler. While there
IS a responsible minister who keeps the ieal
of state—while every commission mint be
Blamped by that seal, and consequently en-
dorsed by this minister-there is Responsible
Goverrment, whatever may be the opinions
of the Sovereign or Governor as to its excel-
lence or folly. The system of Responsible
Oovernment is no more depending upon the
•pinion or will of the Sovereign than it isupon the light of the moon, or the opinion ofany other individual in the realm. Sir FHead denied that any other individual but
himself was responsible for any act of his co-
vernment, and affirmed that he was responsi-
ble to the Imperial authority alone. Herewas the denial of local Responsible Govern-
ment. Sir Charles IWetcalfe affirms throu<rh.
out that his advisers are responsible to the
representatives of the people of Canada for
every act of his government relatin<r to the
internal affairs of the Province, and that
those advisers should possess the confidence
of I arliatnent. Here is the essence of Re-
tponsibJe Uorernmf^nf n»Ji;»#^««.- «-~- l. ..

Governor General's or any other man's opi-
*iton as to Its virtues or vjees. Jn this log-

ging in certain alleged opinions of thft Qot-ernor General (but disclaimed by him) iSaprofl^ssed statement of facts relative to theirown proceedings, and in making irrova]"„[
statements about those opinions, » public rumors" &c the late Councillors felTin to t,msecond ^nAjourth of the above mentioned
allacies. In resting their case upon a ,t",enent denied by the other party, and tl

"

e.ore unsupported a^ fact by any evidencehey are guilty of th. first mentioned fallacy'In omitting important facts," thev nr-
chargeable with the thir<l kind of fallacy T,!he two last mentioned fallacies 1 now invitethe reader s attention.

sible or the Governor-General to make ap.poinlmenls in violation of the principle ofResponsible Government, as long as he had

Ton P°rfl ^'"^'"'^i^l Secret'ary, and aslong as that Secretary was the Keeper of ih"

dun d° fr' "J '-^f.
^'"^'""=«-

^ have al.o dduced Hi, Excellency's denial that he hadever deviated from that principle
; and nowcor sider.ng each part of his statement sepa-'

rately,) i„ reference to that particular of hisstatement in which he says, that the lataCouncillors" demanded of ihJ Governor-Ge!
nera, that he should agree to make no a-pointment, a.nd no offer of appointment, with-out previoudy taking the advice." "TheGovenor.General replied that he would makeno such stipulation." They ..He.e to U eHouse of Asseinbly, that the Goveinoi- Gen!

and Zr'"^ '^"'?. "^' ''="" °t«""^"ltation
.and the house, on that statement, (denied, bj

It remembered, by His Excellenc^
) admus aresolution of conicf.nce in them,^' on thequestion of their right to be consulted on ap^

.ointments to office." Thisis their whole case.Let the fallaciousness of it no^v be e.^pos^d-
the statements of His Excellency established,and his conduct justifit'd.

'

In the first place, their demands exceedswhat IS required in the practice of Responsible

sV.an'h'^7?'- •

^'"^^ '^'""^''^'' t''-^ "« "tep
shall be aken in regard to an appointment

s" "h? w c^r^""'-""'^^
a,reeing'Lt to con.'

suit his Cou.NciL, wherpr.?, Responsible

of Mr'f^nnu' ^"r^;';"*-'
'" ">« interp're.ulion

of Mr. Hincks.which I quoted in the last num-ber and according to other authorities, which
1 shall give in another pace,) requires, thathe shall consult a Responsible Minister

In the second place, they demanded whatno Ministers or Minister, of the Crown haveever demanded of the Sovereign sincothees^

FilnT'"' t m'^C''''^ Governmentfn
England, „, JGd8. They cannot adduce anms.ance of a Minister ever hanng a.ked theSovereign to give such a pledge or assurance
as hey demanded of the Governor-General.
Indeed, in all their st.-.toments and speechesand declamation on this suiject, they havenot, to my knowledge, adduced a single pre-cerfe«nn justification of such a precodure

-

I hey assert many things, but they proye no-
thing.

- J t- ' - »-

In the third place, their demand implied the
eonfessjon of what the Governor-General dti-


