
100 TACTS AND ASSIillTroNS.

r

.^i'

P.S.—Tlif>r(! is nnn vicvof r('sj)()nsil)l(' ^ovonimcnt !ilto|.r('tli('r

lost si;j;lit of I»y \\-< ndvocntcs, to wif, i!io rcfiionsihilily of tlic

Colonial Miiii^trr. To iiitikc myscH' midcistooil, I will fiiniisli

tsvo ('Ximi]»l('> of* tliis \\i\u\ of rcsi|)on.sil)iliiy. Sir R. Pi'<>l, in

tjjo (Icliiitc ill 18."W. in (Ic-ciibini; Mr. Iliinio's lollcr to Muok-

nizic, Hiiiil, lliiit it w.-is iiiipo'-fsihlo to cont'oivo tin,' intense

indiirnulion (Wtn'tcd in tlie colony l)V tlint dotestiiblc cointnn-

iiicntion — tliiit it wns a direct incitement to revolt uiid

treason, &.c. &c. The Governor of the province laid these

f'actH before tlie Colotiial Secretary— lie (the Lieut. -Governor)

was punished ! Iliime and Mackenzie were unnoticed. It

woidd have been the same Inid Sir It. Peel been premier

iiislead of Lord Melbourne, and Lord Stanley. Colonial Secre-

tary instead of Sprin{^ Hkic. Why was not I^Ir. Ilumu in-

dicted for hi<^h treason ? Ls thi; Colonial Minisler to be irre-

sponsible for this criminal participation? Again, when Lord

Durliani, tramjdingall law, all forms of law, nil decency under

foot, sent French Canadians to Bermuda, without bringing

tlieni to trial, was it sufficient in the Colonial Sccretarv to

reproce the act, permit the men to rcttirn from transportation,

and not proceed to impeach Lord Durham ? Did not tlie

Colonial Minister deserve imj)eaclnnent himself? To whom
then is iiE responsible ?

Again, wlien Lord Durham abandoned his post whilst

in a state of rebellion, did he not commit an enormous crime ?

Was the Colonial Minister freed from the responsibility of

bringing him to account? Lord Durham's actswere those of the

Colonial Minister, unless that minister brought Lord Durham

to trial. I need not pursue the subject farther.

r.

?if


