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nierely a question of private vit;lil hotwoon him iiiul tlic (Icri'uduiiti, tVoni tiip dptprmiiiatioii

of which neither profit nor loss, hiMiclit wn- injury, could ii('i;ui.' lo ihc Crown. Mr. [.anipson,

it is to be observed, also, did not ajiply to nu? to instilute the aeliou, or consult nie n'spectiii!>-

it, but, as ho had a ri^ht to do, made ciioico, tor that purjiose, of a professional u;cntlenian, in

whom, it is to bo jiresumed, he rejioscd confidence ; and with him he associated, as counseF,

Mr. Vanfelson, who holds the office of Advocate General in the I'rcvince. 1 am, tlierefore,

charged as beiufj culpable, in a hiirh de(rree, by the Committee of Grievances, for haviii<>-

withhtld from Mr. Lamjison professional services which he never solicited, and which, by
the employment of other advocates, he prechuleil me from alVordint;-. 15ut it is also ])er-

fectly plain that the defendants 'lad the same rii;lit to choose their advocate, which Mr.
Lampsoii )nd liimself exorcised, and that tlieir choice iidL,ht fail on me, as well as on any
other indiMdual, not retained by him. I have, tiuM'efore, incurrod the animadversion of the

Committee on tliis head, expressed in terms highly iujin'ious to n y character, witlunit the

sligiito"t reason.

Secondly, I am e]iar<i;ed by tlu' Committee of Cirit'vanccs with official nnscoiiduct, in

having instituted an action of liiiiitt'iiruudt', for and in the name of the lessees of Millr-

Vailu'S, against William Lan'.pscm, " to com])el him to remove from tlie banks of the Jfiver

" Portnenf;" and with i)eing, by this jirofe^sional act, guilty "of a l' ret aiu! positive violation

" of my duty to tJie Cnnvn, the interests whereof," it is alleged, "• have been culjiably abaudon-
•' ed by me, either from an inordinate love of lucre, er from, (w'lat would be as bad,) a strong
" desire to render service to my clients, even to the prciudice of the Crown, which," it is said, is

" eminently interested in the sncees ; of its lessee, in his (lisj)\r,es v.itli his a<lversaries, tlie part-
" ners and servants of tlie IlncUon's liay Company."

This is strong langua:;e, indeed : that it >Iu)ul(l liave bi'eii adopted, and applie.' > me, can-

not but excite great surprise, when the alleged cause for it is explained. The action of

*' lieintegraiHlc" referred to by the C nmiittee, as havl.ig been iustitui'd by me against iMr.

Lampson, is the same action of iiri/itn/tmiiii w hereof mention is above mad . Tlio action know n

in Lower Canada, under this I'rench name, is the Inh rillrtiiiii iniilc ri of the lloniaTi hiw. It

is a possessory action, by which persons, forcibly dispo-sesMd of lands or houses, arecnal'led to

obtain restitution of them, and receiver damages for tin' injury tiius sustained, on ijie gronni of

possession alone, without any reference whaloer to liile: ihe niiixim applicable to this action

being " spoliatiis mile omiiiti rcsliliiiiKln.i isl." In the l](igli',h hiw, iw ci.nes|iondIng civil ac-

tion is to be found. The violence complained of in s;!_li cases, by that law, is dealt with as a

breach of the peace, as a crime; and an e(pi:!!l\' elficaciotis, and more prompt remedy is allord-

ed by indictment for a forcilde entry and de;,, .,er, w by resort to the power of .fustices of the

Peace, who are authorized, on couijdaint of the party ag^:rie\ed, lo go upon the s[-.<pt, and im-

mediaioly reinstate him in possessinn.—The action thus brought against .Mr. Lampson was,

therefore, grounded on an alleged illegal, criminal act: in it. the title to the land of which the

Hudson's Hay Com])anv had been I'oiciblv di>seis(.'(l, couhl not be brought in (nu'sli(Mi, nor could

any ground of defence be derivi'd to Mr. Lanipscui from a right of properly in the Crown, if

such right had existed : nor even from an idisolute and unepiestiouable right of projierty in him-

self. The decision, therefore, to be given in this action, could ruit, in the smallest degree, alfect

the rights of the Crown, which, if they existed, could not have been pleaded oj- urged in it,

and, after a decision against Mr. I.ampstm, miyht ha\e been enforced in the smue manner, and
to the same extent, as if no such decision had been given. Il is ]ilain, tluri'fore, that the

Crown liud no interest whate\er in the action in (jnesliou; and that, in bringing it, I did cot,

as erroneously and injuriouslv alleged by the Connuiltee, " cul]ii!ldy (iliitiidtm its intcicsts."

But it is alleged by the Committee, that the snpp(ul of ihe (lo\ernnu'nt was due to Mr. I.ani])-

son, as lessee of the Crown, '•which" it is said, "was ennncntl) interested in the success of
" its lessee, in his disputes with his adversaries, the ]iartiUMsand servants of the Iludscui's I'ay
*' Company." It ^vas certainly incumbent <m the Ciovernmint, and its <dlicers, to protect Mi'.

Lampson, in all legal rights di'rived under his lease ;— but, as lessee of the Crown, he could

have no claim to its |uoteetioii (U- support, in any illegal act whatever ; nor could the Crown,

which owes and extiiids eipial justice to all its subjects, be supposed, ivilhoiit uniu'ard of dero-

gation from its character, to be " iutere-ted in the success of its lessi'e in his disputes" occa-

sioned by any such act.—-If Mi'. L.impson lorcildy wresidl property from his ncighbmir, as being

within liis lease, it was /;V tliatthe laws should receive execution as to him, as they winild, witli

respect to any otlier person; and it issiiigular, indeed, that the Ctunmittee of Cirie\ances should

have thought special i)rotecti(ui and su|)port due to him in such a case. Under the cireinnslan-

ces complained of by the Hudson's Hay Company, it iiiiglit have been the duty of t!ie Attor-

ney-General, if proper affidavits hud been laid before hini, to have imlictcil ^Ir. Lampson and

the


