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it fed . with the advice tendered to Her

eif eithér from the suggestions of her ow n
w mmd 01' fiom oblect.lons which mny be
- suggested to Ier (by the Prince -Con-
*4 sort), Her Majesty is of opinion that she.
:#ywill ot aceeépt. the advice of the respon-

L of the Crown and the Minister is equally

i “:open; ~Theé course of the Crownis tore.

"t fyuge to dctept that ndvice of the Minis:

' ;“‘,ter," and the inevitable consequence to

¢ the Minister would  be the tender of his
“1e51gnntxon " :

_‘Theré is a long e\tract in Todd to-the
«same effect from Lord Brougham’s His-
torieal Sketches, from which wé shall on]v
“make & briefextrach: - :

4 TH is niot denied that George ihe Third
#sought to rule too muchy itis not main-;
4 tained that he had a right to be per-
) ‘f%’peti}nll)* sacrificing all other:considera-
. “tions to the preservation or extension of
“his: prerogative ; but-that he only dis-
« charged the duty of his. stabion, by
/#thinking- for himself, acting -according
"*% to his conscientious opinions, and using
£:%his influence for giving these opmlom
“eﬁ‘ect canriot be denied.”
 We .. need: ‘not’ " multiply
tles H on a- pomt on - which

_authori-

he entne “eoncurrence’ of . opin:,
jon.between the Lleutemmt Governors-of

“ministers’ \vtth whom they had to act, the
]at;ter fell'into the. habit of ignoring.the
K 'eutenant Govemm altogether..  That
“.there. was an omission’on the part of the
ex-mmlsters 1o make a proper ‘submission
“of" the railway bill, :with - the reasons for
Lits adoption, to the’ Lieutenant-Governor,
-we can have no’ doubt after -reading M)
: Cheplenu 's gpeech, . There is another part
--of Mr. Chwple'm s speech, which -in - our
Judgment is fatal*to. the . ex-ministers’
. position.: Ib is as follows :~—On the ocen-
" “sionof the mtewnew on the 28th l*ebm'u-y
between the . Lien tenant-Governor:,.and
'the latter smd i If T under-

utemmb Govemor smd
vhlch Ml

w 'lhab’
Clmpleau rem’u ks,

fs0.

- %giblé Minister of . the Crown, the cour! se; |. ¢ tumtv, the DeBoucherville Government

_ “tution empowered -him to " do.”

_the last century and a
Slowanee of-a billsunder
. stances.,
‘Licuténant-Governor

there . is-
ferénce: ‘among " English Staues-‘i
“Ib seems clear; to_ us that, owing

_the I’xovmce of - Quebec antecedent to |
'e neuten'mt Grovemox Lete‘lhel, and the

‘of the

1t istclear thaty
“thebill iwas “
'_.'hw and Justlce,
-his eonsent to i

@ consequence of the. mlsundexstandmw
« wlncb seemed to h'we ansen ‘betweenk :

“y \\111 sﬂnp‘y sRY.
“ Bouchierville: Govérnment never advised
UNEEUND ]‘wellency on the sub]eet/'m the very
“simple reason that they were: dismissed
“beforée they hadthe opportunity of doing
2nd. "That. 1f it had had.the oppor-

“would have advised His Excellency to
“refer the sanction:of the law in question
“tothe Governor-General as our Consti-
These
are most extraordinary statements for one
who professes tobe ‘a strict supporter of
Responsible government. We should like.
to be furnished  with a precedent . within
lalf for the disal:
similar ciream:’
On what: pretexs’ could the
have . referred the:
bill for'the  sanction, of - thé Governor-'
General? . Sir Johi® Macdonald who, as

Minister of Justice, had first to deal with
such’ cases, distinetly refused ‘to assume
the responsibility -of disposing of ques-
tions with' which the T.ocal Goverhments
and Legislatures were, competenb to deal.

It has never been pretended that there

-wasin the oplmon ofthe ex-ministers any
:necessxty for
by ecommendatlo

Their

arving, this bill.

been sxmpl escaping 1 Tont A

..dnﬂlculty in, wh ]nch they bécame mvolved
“owing to. then' ong,mal mistake.in ne"lect-‘

ing to obtain the sanction of the Lieuten
ant Govornor to the - introduction. of  the
bill.» \Ve are apt to forget \\hen discuss-
ing tlm quesbxon, let l.be conseqnence‘
ln.te mptm‘
evelythmv has

-and

ecome publlc, :

“we huve had very | full e\planatlons of the . :

views of both pay 'es to the controversy.,

Had: there been no Juptme exelythmg>
‘_would lmve been slnouded in-secrecy..

Let us enqmre wh

;Lt would have been the

; consequence Thad'the ex—mtmstexsconsulb—

ieutenar -Govemo- on: the rail-

way bill, as they vere in duty bound to do
th his strong opxmou that”

txm v to’ the DI mmples of
' hetwould have, refused
oductlon, on_which
ould have ‘been’ bound

the mmxstexs

: conshhuhon‘ﬂly 0 have abzmdoned their

blll ot to have: 1eswned in wlnch luttel

case the er 1sxs would Tave tnl\en place be:
{‘ote the commencemeut of- Instend of ab
~‘t;he end of: Lhe scsswn

Judging flom
theu' re‘xdmess attthe last; moment tore-
serve or vir Lu'ﬂly abandon theu bxll they

would plOb'lbly lm\'e consented never.to.

mtloduce i \Ve wxl], howevex, for the
sake of ar, crumcnt ;assume. that they. lmd
pex‘sua ed they Lleutenanb-(v‘rovernor ﬂnt

st. That the De.

reserve it, would hnve.

(2 l)'\s “been, that.

+the bill, and had cary ried it through both
house: can it for a fnoment be. imagined

“that they would themselves have proposed

its rescrvation? . Had the Lieutenant-Goy-
ernor made such n proposition, conld they
with propriety have assumed the respon.
sibility of advising ;such a course 2. M,
Chapleau has laid down very precisely and
very correctly the doctrine of ministerial -

“responsibility and has shewn that for the

dismissal of the ex-ministers, and all sul-
sequent acts, the new ministers mnst be
held responsible. ‘I'his.is sound constitu.
tional law, but if a bill introduced with
the sanction of the Lieutenant-Governor
and earried through both houses had been
snddenly reserved, we' feel .assured that
the inference would have been that the
advice of the ministers had not been taken.
Tt is: simply  zbsurd ‘to suppose that any
ministyy would introduce an important,

- measure,- like: this railway bill, “earry it
p A A ' A

through both houses; and then abandon it.
Tt may be said that in advising theé reser-

“vation of the bLill they velied ‘with: confi-

dence'on its final passage.- They werenot.
entitled to form ‘any. such opinion. Reser-
vation'is 2 mere form of disallowance equi:
valent to. the Inglish form, the King:or
»Oueen “ will-consider the bill, Theve e

. notmzmy precedents in Canada t‘m the re-

jeetion by the Repr esentthe of the Crown

“of bills' \\lnch had. pn%sed both' Houses,
. none we mmﬂme since’ the mtmductlon
‘,ot;Re;ponsxb_le government, unless the bill
“was of such a chardcter- t]mt the governor
“felt bmmd by the Royal instruetionis to

reserve it.*As to the form, however, there

s a case in ‘point. In 1843 the leeml

ndmlmstmhon had camed f bxll uﬁecL

“ing. - the membexs of " secret societies,
‘which- \ms notonly ‘introduced with the

coneurrence of * Lord- Metcalfe, but: was
‘actually pressed upon the ministry by him

vasless objectionable ‘than the " original
' ministerial ploposmon which was tofollow
‘:the English pleeedenb of an 'ld(hes: from
) the Commons to the C:ove) nor lequcslm"
him to dlSCOlll{U“e snch socxehes
. timation was given of ‘the probable: dis-
“allowance. of the. blll but the Governor at .
“the close .of ‘the’ session:reserved it for
. »'IIer \[ajesty ] con%\demt,xon, and this was

No in-

clearly: understood by ‘every one (to be
equlvnlenb to dlsnllowance, and ‘the bill
‘Was never: again: heard of, any more than
the! late 1ml\\zw bill will be, it the.Lieut-
enant- Governor has any. influence over its

Aate... It is'in our Judgment quite impossi-

ble- that. thie “ex‘ministers  can: shelter

“themselves’ undér the plea, that they would
“have

adwsed ‘the" reser \'atlon of the’ bill.

- The’ mme car efully tlns untowmd affair 1s'
) e\ammed the mor :

~that nll the 1rregulm 1ty'whxch has s&»tended




