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MONTREAT GAZELTE.

Three entire columns of the Muntreal Gazette devoted to the
Economist, with a sort of promise to return to the subject in a day
ortwo! Really we feel highly honoured by such a notice of our
publication, especially from one who has apparently tested so long
}vmppcd up in the garment of self-sufficiency, occasionally, and at
intervals, propounding ez cathedra opinions on Free Trade and the
Navigation Laws, replete with all the ambignity of the oracles of
old. Butat length the Sibyl is inspired ; and no longer satistied to
be rated as a hainless ald woman, gives veal to her sacred fury, and
pours out the vials of her wrath on our devoted heads !

Such a hurricane of vituperation it was never ourlot to encounter,
fm&[how we have “bided the pelting of the pitiless storm®™ we are
really at a luss to conceive.  We had some inkling of the tempest
which was brewing, when we ventured last week to call for the
reasons of the Lditor ; and he has fully verified our prophecy ; am-
ply supplying his dearth of argument by a most copious flood of
abuse.  As the latter commodity is one in which we do not wish to
deal, we <hall leave to him the monopoly of the inaiket, and pass to
the consideration of such passages in his remarks as we may con-
siderat all worthy of our notice, and this we shall do as much as
possible without reference to those extrancous ornaments with which
he has thoaght fit to Joad his observatioas.

In the first instance, ne endeavours to give a different meaning to
the passage in his paper of the 21st ultimo, which we refuted in our
Tast.  His original assertion was, that we quoted with approbation
Jrom the Minerve, “that it is a just and moderate demand that the
colony <hould regulate its own taruf, without heing subject to the
delays and inconveniences of the roval sanction.® In reply, we
stated, that we made no such quotation from the Afinerve, nor any
allusion to s being ** a just and moderate demand, &c.,”” but that
we extracted a letter which had appeared in that aper, and
introduced it by some laudatory remarke. How does the Gazette
reply to this direct contradiction?  Forced to shift his ground, he
now savs, that because we characterized the Jetter in question as
admirable, and beeause the writet of it asserts < that itis a just and
qucmtc .dcmnnd that the colony should regulate its tariff without
being subject to the delay and wnconvemences of the royal sanc-
tion,”? we therefore unreservedly esponsed, ¢ not only thé commer-
cial, but ﬂ-r.polltw_ul sentiments of the wnter.”  To usce the en-
pression of this admiralile logician, could a more « contemptshle <n-
phisin be ultercd? How did we make ourcelves reeponsible for
cvery expression in that letter 2 The editor of the Gozelie knows
well we did not, nay we could not, since in the same letter there is
to be found a dnstmc! disclaimer on the part of the writer of agrec-
ment w:th'all our principles.  We shonld ineult the understanding
of our readers were we to enlarze on this subject 3 we have said
cnough to <hew the shameless manner in which the editor of the
Montreal Gazrtte seeks to cloke his former misreprosentations,

The nest topic cal’s down the especial jre of the editor: and at
this we do not wonder, since a mnre complete epasure of im]n'd(‘nt
quackery and pretension has seldom been made than that which v-e
presented to the derision of the public, when we irrefragably proved

that Ae weas not the first to raise his voice against the repudiation of
the public debt, but that we first stood up in defence of the public
credity even when assailed by that Government of which he s par
excellence the organ,—in other words, the subservient hireling! We
well know thntzirxis maslers winced under the castigation they then
received at our hands ; and from that epoch we dale the hostility,
at first latent, but now avowed, which the Montreal Gazctle evinces
to the Economist. it would not have answered at that time to
have stigmatized ond observations on the Governor’s Despatch as
“Yibellous >>: public opinion went along with us too strongly in
the opinions we gave, and he therefore discreetly reserved the dis-
play of his angry feelings to a more convenient season.

We will not stop to notice the special pleading by which this too~
notorious despatch is attempted to be palliated—defended it could
not be, even in this age of brass—but we pass to the accusation
made against us of “insulting and grossly misrepresenting the
Queen’s Representative, and, indirectly, his Ministers.>  The best
answer we can make to this calummny is to be found in our own
words in commenting on this very despatch, and which will we trust
satisfy our readers that the editor of the Gazelte is as ignorant of
constitutional law and usage in Great Britain, and of the true ope-
ration of Responsible Government within this colony, as he is of the
ordinary courtesics which ought fo obtain in the discussion of ques-
tions such as those which form the difference between him and us.
Our remarks (sce Economist No. 10, ot 4th July last) were as
follows *

« It is, we presume, unnecessary to remind our readers, that this doca-
ment must be considered, in a constitutional peint of view, as the pro-
duction, not of His Excellency, but of his responsible advisers ; and con-
sequemly that the freedom we ¢hall use 1 exanmmuing it, dictated as 1t
will be by a sensc of duty to the cause which we advoeaie, will not be
construed by any as disrespectful to the Representative of our Sovereign.
We also request our readers to give eredit to our assertion, that in com-
nmenting with some seventy on the Ministers' Despatch, we attack them,
not as a Minisiry, but as the opponents of Free Trade. For political
parties in this Provinee we rare not a rush. except in <o far ns they may
respectively conduce to obtamn for us the objects of cur confederacy,—
nawely, the removal, so far as is consistent with a due regard to the
pnbhic revenue, of all restrictions on our conuneraial inturcourse with all
nations.”

But we find another railing accusation brought against us, namely,
that we have since changed onr comse on this subject of the repu-
diatiun of the public debt, and winked at, nay, tacitly encouraged,
its advocacy by others who are designated as our “allies of the
press, and especially by Captain Wicriaxs, the Member for
Durham.

To this, our answer shall be brief and conclusive. In the first
place, we are linked to no party amongst the public press, and the
editor of the Gazetlc well knows that the Free-Trade Association
enlists amongst its members persons whose opinions on political sub-
jects are < wide as the poles asunder,’ the only bond of union being
that for which they are publicly associated. We therefore disclaim
the reponsibility of any articles which may emanate from any other
press than our own., We are happy, however, to be able to add,
that the doctrines maintained in our answer to the Governor’s Des-
patch have been repeated on more than one occasion during that
time when we are accused of letting them sleep, and more espe-
cially when, to use the words of the Gazelte, ¢ the Member for
Durham [Captain WiLrranms] proposed relief from the debt as a
reasonable thing,”*—as the fullowing passage from the Economist,
No. 17, 2nd August, will prove :—

“ In respect to the practical measures recommended by Mr. Williams,
we need searcely say that they are, gencerally, those which have been
advocated by the Economist. We must except, however, the remarks
which nppear under the head ¢ Thirdly, respecting the Joan to Great
Britnin.  We cannot agrec with Mr. Williams that we are ¢ morally and
cquitably cxonerated from the responcibility of this cngagement,’ and
deny, as we have before demied, th~t the unprovements of our internal
communications were undertahen ~vicly on the strength of our protected
trade with the mother country

Are vou answered now, Mr. Editor of the Gazet{c? You have,
cither ignorantly or wilfully, misrepresented cur conduct—take
either horn of the dilemma’; and your readers will now judge of
vour fitness to mide and direet the pnblic mind.  Be advised by
us: imitate the example of your brethren of the Press—whom you
do not name—but who, you say, have * blushed and repented.®?




