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eofBDuad H« WMt farther itill ; h* laM na thU th* (rMtaMnt whieh wi h^
iMtad out to hold Dniidon>ld wm hunh and eni«l. How hudi *ad «">•''

That it w« painfol to thoM who had to inflict it i« andoabt«d ;
but if it eonld

have bnn avoidad, I eonfMa I do not laa how. W« were told to-day that wj

miirht have dona in the ease of Lord Dundonald what waa done in the eaae of

Lo?d Cliarles Bereaford. Certainly we might, if the earn had been ahke. If,

Hke Lord Charlee Bereaford, Lord Dundonald had apologiaed for hia eondurt,

eerUinly we would have treated him aa Lord Charlea Bereaford waa treated.

liOid Charlea Bereaford had written a letter whioh waa publiahed without Ua

eonaent and he eo declared. But Lord Dundonald went to Montreal for the

very purpoae of bringing on thia acandal. Therefore, there waa nothinif to do

but what we did. For our course we have abundance of arthonty in the

other country.

.A Parallel Case—General Colvlllf ReUeved o( Command.

On'y two years ago, juat after the concluaion of the South Africu war.

General Uolville had a diaagreement with aome of hia brother officer*. He wM
charged with not having done hia full duty under eerUin ciroumatancaa in South

Afr ca, and with having left a cerUin portion of the army in r -eat dutxeaa,

wbereaa, if he had been more active and determined he might ha relieved il

The War Office took a lenient view of the accnsatiena againat Qi »ral ColvlUa.

They did not dismiea him ; they did not deprive him of hia rank
;
they gave

him a command in Gibraltar. But when General Colville had be^j given thia

new command, he made the great mistoke of going before the public, of writing

for publication in the preaa, commenting upon thcee who had brought the accna-

ationa againat him. And what happened then » He waa at once relieved of hia

command. The debate upon the aubiect is inatructive. The War Office had

taken a lenient view of General Oolville'a caae. Bat when he sought to bnng

hia complaint before the tribunal of public opinion, inatead of laying it befoia

the Commander-in-Chief, the meaaure of his oflencea waa full. The matter waa

brought before parliament by Mr. Charles Douglaa I quote from the speech of

that gentleman aa reported in "Hanaard," page 1251

:

A very ooniidenbk prejndic had bmn created agaiiut GeneTsl OolnUa by thelMl

that he hid pnbUihed in the nawipspm a rtatemant o» hii trMtment bj tin War UIBM.

Ha did not dafand that aoUon of General ColTiUo'i. It w». moet danrable and neoeeaa^

that thav ahouM uphold and tortily the jreat tradition! of .rray retioenoe. BoBurtimei it

lad to hardebip, but it waa eieontial to diBciplina, and more thm erer necweary now in tow

d the eitrame Mtivity diep!ay«l by the newipaper.. He did not defend Getieral Colville.

aotion but hoped the Hou» would ellow him to lubmit ene or two ooniideratione in regard

to it. In the Brit place reticence could no', be all on ouo side, If their generde ware navet

to take meani of vindicating tbemielve. publicly, then he ventured to think that a little

reticence tbould be obBorred by the War Office.

When Oeneral OolviUe returned to thie country the Bnt thing be law waa a newepaper

paragraph, which waa obyiouBlj inipired.

Now mark the answer which was made by Mr. Brodrick, Secretary of

SUte for War.

The queetion ia whether a public itigma would have been put upon Qeueral Cohjlla.

I i. whit I wiahed to avoid. After that General Colville'. Mtlon cannot be defended by

uiyona. He left for togland. He did not avaU him.eK of hi. right of appeal to tte Com-

nider in Chief. He mide no repte»ntation. to the War Office. He immediate^ pub-

lidMd what ho called a justification, but which oon.i.ted rather of an attack upon the rtal

offleer. in the Tranwaal ; and whioh alw included, I regret to «y, wh*t appeared to be

Kme ungenerou. Hieor. again>t the cavalry whom ha had found impo..iblo to reliote. And

That i


