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:miit, whii'ii was pi^incipally coiniKj.si.:.! >.f items fur ;vlnch he

liail IciLcn credit (wiff orrr. 'J'hesame rc|)ort charges Mr. Ito-

!)inson " trilh i;rc:tt (Icrc/iction of ilaly.'' Mr. Robinson and
his fricucls would have iWim] it more ibr tlio benefit of Irs cha-

racter, if they had periniltcd Lord Durham's remarks on this

subject to pass unnoticed.

ll is unnecessary to alhit'o to the subject of the disposal of

the political prisoners. This matter has been already amply
discussed, but wo positively deny the truth of Mr. Ilagcrnian's

statement, that the eonununity loudly demanded more nume-
r)us examples than those thfit were made. ^So far was this

from being the caso that the petitions in favour of Loinit are
Matthews were signed by great numbers even of the Tory
party. Mr, llagorman feels \ery acutely the allusion of Lord
Durham to the exeeuliun of these unfortunate men, fer'which

the learned g(;nlleman fetis that he is held by the public to bo

priucipally responsible. Exasperated aMhe iu)plied censure on
the Upper Canada governnicnt, contained in Lord Durham's re-

marks on tin's sLdjject, Mr. Ilagernuin iias been rash enough to

deny their truth. Lord Durham asserted that :the.se .unfortunate

iiien "engaged a great share of ])ublic sympathy; and that their

pardon had been solicited in petitions signed, ll U' gcncrallii ns-

scfled, by no levjs tlian iiO,Ot)0 of their countrymen." Mr.
llagerinan in reply to this observation, asserts iwailiceJij that

" there wore net .">,(I00 .signatures appended to the petitions

presented."' UntUi-! assertion we shall make a few remarks.

Lord Durham, it wii! be observed, mt;rely stales that " // /v

i'cncralh) asserted^" that the petitions were signed by urwards
of yO.OiiO i)cr.>ons, in coiilii'ination of which, it is oidy neces-

sary to refer to theiievvspapers of the day, and to common re-

port never htj'urc contradicted. When we saw Mr. IJagcr-

man's report, we commenced enquiries U|)on the sulijecf, and
uski'd several parlie.s who had taken an interest in i!ie petitions

what the numb:r of signatures was ; the answer of one was
10,000, iuid non(> staled less then :iO,()00. ( )ne gentknnan
slated, that he had seen a petitifjn measuring ;30 yards long in

the possession of John ISell Escp Rarristor at Law, and referred

us for further infornnlion to that g.-nllcman, v/ho had, he slid,

taken rhargeof all the pi'titions. VVe innnediately called on
i\]r. i'ell, and iisked hun if lie recollected the number of signa-

tures, :o w hieli he replied, that he thought there were abcait

:H,00!», hiif he could not be sure, One petition, he said, mnri-

bered ''.•OOO. Another gentleman niformed us, that there were
about 10,000 signatures to the petition fn^m the (xoro District.

Ibil we hnv'^ ('///>/«/ in f(jrmatif)n on the subject. Sir (ier.rge

Arthur in hi- desp-iteh to Lord (ilenelg, stat-s \\\\\\v'll kin Hires

(Unis jic/ilioiii fruiwiio/ lass lluin ^,000 persons had hern pr.-

seated, so that tli- repdi-'. drawn u;> by Mr. Ilagorman eon-
tains ixgrtis^^ iiiiss'aih'iKn.l for which there is no e.xciisc, a; its

author had e\ery opporiunity i) nsecMtain the truth. S'r Ceo,
Arthur's dc^p.-iteh w iil prove to overv dispn'-'sionnle cnrjuirrr

.that th;' uiilielunale indi\•idl!al^ alliidi d 'e, " cngagr d a pr' .tT


