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ftot be arraigned before judges; because if
there were any that could pass sentence upon
him, it would be they and not he who must fi-
nally possess the Executive power." The ar-
raignment of the views and conduct of the
Governor General before the House of As-
sembly assrnnes that thoy are liis "judges;"
or in the words of De Lohue, that they, and
not he, possess the Executive power." |f,

therefore, the late Counsellors did not de-
sire to be supreme themselves, and make
the Governor subordinate, their proceeding
involves his subordination to the House of
Assembly.
Such are the inferences which flow irresis

tably from their anamalous proceeding. Such
is the first anamoly it presents. Another is

the nature of the defence. It consists, as the
House of Assembly seems to have understood
from ihe resolution introduced by Mr. Price,
which was adopted in their bel'alf, of a charge
against the Governor General that he had de-
nied " their right to be consulted on what the
House unhesitatingly avows to be the prero.
jjativeof the Cro.vn—appointments to office."
They place themselves before the House and
the country, not upon their policj of govern-
ment, (which Sir Charles declares to have
been the point of difference,) but upon " their
right to be consulted," which tiis Excellency
denies to have been the question at i8suo,and
of which he says to them in his repiy to them
that he " is aslonislied at finding tliit the re-
signalion is now ascribed to an alleged differ-
ence of opinion on the theory of Responsible
Government." T.iey keep out of sight of the
House the new policy of Government which
they had been urging upon the Governor Ge-
neral, and claim its vote in their behalf, by
alleging that his Excellency had invaded its

rights. A new mode, indeed, for a defendant
to claim an acquittal and even approval of a
jury, upon the ground of a general charge
against the plaintiff, supported by the evi-
dence of the defendant's own rtsjer^on. Who
would not prefer the position of the defend-
ant, to that of the plaintiff, according to this
mode of proceeding ?

But what appears more anamaious still, it

the nature of the charges which they prefer
against his Excellency. They &re general.—
Tliey contain no specifications which can be
met. They throw upon his Excellency the
onus of not ouiy proving a negative, but of
proving a general negative. Mr. Baldwin, in

his •' explanation" ascribes to the Governor
General certain anti-Responsible Govern-
ment doctrines and alleges against his Excel-
lency certain anti-Responsible Government
acts as proof that he held these doctrines: but
Mr. Baldwin specifits no acts—not even the
names ot the parties to whom they refer. As-
suming that his Excellency, instead of Mr.
Baldwin, was on his trial before the House of
Assembly, and that Mr. Baldwin was a legi-

tiniate witness in his own case, and that his
i^icclleney was periiiitted to ccrijc to tho bar
and answer for himself, how could he dis-

prove the charges against him when the spe-

e{/(cau«»» inoluded in those general charges

were not stated ? If ihe reader were arraign,
ed as an mfidel anil a robber—an infidel not
in the doctrine ef Responsible Goverrtlnent
but m that of the Divine Government, and a
robber, not of apotber's property, but what ie
more valuable, another's rights—the rights of
many others

; and suppose the only testimo-
ny agamsthim was the assertion of his accus-
er ; and suppose that nothing was stated ei-
ther in the indictment or in the evidence aa
to tho specific nature of his scepticism, or the
time, place, or even parties in relation to
which his^robberies were alleged to have been
cominitte'd

; but that it was stated in general
terms that he had committed robberies, and
that on certain occasions he had expressed
sceptical sentiments ; how could the reader
rebut such charges ? How could he prove an
altbt ? How could he prove that the facts al-
leged as robberies, were legal transactions,
and not wrongs against any man ! All this
he might do, were specifications on each count
of the indictment stated. But accordinir to
the procedure supposed, he could no more
save himself from condemnation, however in-
nocent he might be, than the selected victim
could escape the Inquisition. How then
could the Governor General defend himself,
or be defended, against the general charges
alleged by Mr. Baldwin .' He could only do
as he has done, deny them in general terms,
by declaring that he " subscribes entirely to
the resolutions of 1841," and that he has ne-
ver deviated from them.
And under such circumstances, how could

the Court of Parliament decide against him .'

If a man can bo arraigned and condemned on
general charges, and on the evidence of his
accuser's assertion, what man's character, or
liberty, or even life, is safe .' And is the high
Court of Parliament to condemn the Gover-
nor General on an indictment which would
not be entertained by any Magistrates' Quar-
ter Sessions against the humblest individual
in the land ? The Resolution of the Assem-
bly expressing "the deep regret felt by the
House at the retirement of certain members
of the Provincial Administration on the ques-
tion of their right to be consulted on what the
house unhesitatingly avows to be the prero-
gative of the Crown, appointments to office

;

and further, that their advocacy of this princi-
ple entitles them to the confidence of the
House," involves most unequivocally, that
his Excellency had invaded that "right" and
denied this " principle," against his own most
positive and solemn declaration—and repeat-
ed declarations— to the contrary.
Had Mr. Baldwin come down to the house

with what I have heretofore shone he should
have done, a *' case of facts," and had any
one or more of those facts involved the fact
or facts on which the resolution of the House
of Assembly was predicated, then upon that
evidence—the mutually admitted statement
of the differinff parties—could the resolution
havs bsen iairly and justly adopted. Bui as
it was, the house had before them nothino-
but the assersion of one of the differing par-

ties against the aiiertioa of the other ; and
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