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Government by virtue of its soverewnty It is not Extradition -Treaties which confer
upon the Power of. the:country where the culprits have taken refuge, the.right of -
surrendering them to their own Government. The only object of these Treaties is to’
facilitate the relatlons of-the Contracting Powers, and to record that they reciprocally bind
themselves to’use towards each other, in certain cases and in-a certain manner, the nght :
which belongs¢o them of granting extraditions. .

But because 2 Government ~shall have cntered into an arranqement with' another
Power to surrender criminals accused. of such or such crimes when claimed in such or such
- manuer, by diplomatic means for-instance, it does not follow. that this Government. is -
unable, should it think proper, to consent to the extradition of a. person, accused- of -a - -
crime not provided for in the Trentv aven 1f the applloatxon be made in a manner otl.er
than that stipulated. --

England had, theref‘ore, Afull power to- sun‘bnder Lamlrande even for a crime not
© recognized as such _by the English law, and even although the demand for cxtradition
‘were presented by some one not a Diplomatic Agent. thn, therefore, in the exercise of
her nght, shé has granted an e\tmdltlon, whether "in & case provided. for by a Treaty, or
whether in a case beyond the provisions of a Treaty, is it allowable for her to recall the
accomplished fact, and modify the act of sovereignty emanating from- herself, by which .
she Has"effected thé extradition! What is still more singular in the British Govemment’
demand. for ‘the rendition of Lamirande is, that that demand would involve the contia-
diction-of .those principles on which they rely, and -of other principles appealed to.
previously by one ‘part of the members of the Enghsh Parhament, nd even by some
pubhcxsts of our own country.

By their demand the English Govcmment wxshes to recnll an act wlnch emanated from
- themselves or from their anents ; thcv wish to revise this act on the plea that those who-
ordered it committed a legal error.. 'This is for the- Royal power, thg; highest repre-
sentation . of the Administrative povser. ‘to declare that ‘its inferior agents have been
deceived, that. they Have takeh wrohg proceedings, and fo wish to substltute a decxston :
differenit from-that which had at first been taken.

If thmEnghsh Diplomatic Agents, acting in the name. of thelr Queen, demand an
" individual, surrendered by their, Government t a foreign Power, affirming that the Queen
“and her Cabmet .i.e., the Executive Power of England, regard his extradition as having
been improperly granted, and that they have resolved to cancel it, it is because that for the
English Government itself the fact of granfmg, rcfusmg, or cancelling an extr ad\tlon, is an
act of sovereignty. ‘

This is not preclselv the same doctrine as. that hitherto mamtmned by the- Enghsh -
and bs’” the enthusiastic administrators of tHe constitution and laws of GreatBritain. It -
was said that among our neighbours extradition was a judicial act, and not an-adminis-
trative measure. : In demandmg Lamirande,” the English Government would: give the'
" final.blow to. th1s doctrine; for if Lamirande has been given up in“virtue'of a Judxcmlf :
declslon, how can the admxmstmtwe power arrogate to 1tself the right to judge, appremate,' ‘
and ‘revise that judicial decision, which has acqmred the authority of a matter adjudged?

Agam, if the Enghsh Government ‘believes that, in the countries under its rule, extra-
dition is a Judxcxal act, there is no explanation for the talked-of demand.

“.  For, it is'to be notlced ‘according to what is said of this demand, that no question is
raised on these points advanced before the French fribunal in the mterest of Lamirande.’

- Thus, the English Government does not compldin of a-judicial decision which was. not

" def(ig_mve, having been executed in spite of an appeal, or the right of appeal, by

.. Lamirande. We could understand, tg a certain point, the executive power of 3acountry
‘which gives executive force to the dek sions of justice, complaining of the execution.of a

' dec ion to which it has not given this executive force, or that the executive force, which

g nly emanate from itself, has been errdneously given to the sentence of a judge. We

“may reply to a demand baeed on these pleas, that it was the business of the Government
which makes the demand to watch the. execution of the acts of the tribunals or of the
- Administrative. Agents in its territory, but -that, the acts once carried not, they can no- .
longer be revised, since the persons to whom-they apply are no longer within its'
jurisdiction. But, we repeat, in this case the demand might be inteliigible to a certain
point ; whereas in "the demand, as it is at present framed, En«rland avows that she has no’
formal objection to make against the decision of the Judge who ordered the extradition—
. «she only pretends that the . Judge has given.a wrong decxsxon, that he. ought 1ot to have .
- entertained the demand.. '
" What becomes, then, of that grand prmclple of the authouty of an ad_]udged matter,
whlch is acknowledged proclaimed, and respected by all Governments? -
Does the Cabmet of London wish to pretend thab the extrad1t10n of Lamn‘ande has
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