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Proven] Legislature. 
FrepEriCcTON, July 23. 

Mr. Tibbits arrived this morning. 
The serutiny between Messrs. McNaughton and 

End was discussed. The latter plead for himself. 
Mr. Hatheway spoke for Mr. McNaughton. 
They were followed by Messrs. Johnson, Gray, 

Allen, Mc¢Phelim, and others, and Mr. McNaugh- | 
tun’s petition was referred to a Scrutiny Committee, 
tu be struck according to law to-morrow (24th). 
Mr. Gillmor introduced a Biil to amend the Act 

relating to the supervision of Great Roads, so far 
as it related to the salary of Chief Commissioner of 
Board of Works. 
Mr, Bisher asked a question of the Government, | 

as to the course they intended to’pursue respecting | 
railways, and when the line from Fredericton to 
Woodstock was intended to be commenced. | 
Lhe Attorney General replied that he would 

answer the question to-morrow morning. 
Mr. Lawrence presented a petition from Patrick 

Mahoney, of St. John, praying relief for loss sus- 
tained mn consequenée of the widening of Canter- 
bury-street. 

Lhe Debate on the Address was resumed at 12 | 
0.clock. Mr. Smith asserted the purity of the mo- | 
uves of the late Government, which had acted so 
a4 to preserve unimpaired the principlesiof the 
Constitation. Loyalty consisted, not in bowing to 
the will of the great, but in preserving by all ne- 
cessary means the power of the people inviolate. 
iPower always had its minions and parasites ; the 
specialsbusiness of the Council therefore was, while 
preserving the balance of the various branches of 
oh Legislature, to regard the rights of the people. 
it, was sald the existence of the prerogative was 
negessary to save the peoplefrom the corruption of | 
the House, and the tyranny of an oligarchy ; but 
was nog the Governor human, and as liable to cor- 
ruption as thesHouse or the Uouneil? If members 
feared the House or Council would become corrupt, 
let’ them shorten the duration of Jarlinments, and 

| 

not concede to the head. of the Government power any alteration of the address. 
to dissolve when hé 
om their-own hands. ake 

nto the contest in such 
w way that he must desire to- have a majority in 
the Houge to sustain hig. But the real question 
iyulved was not settled or pronounced upon at the 
vlections. 
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to say that the admihistration of the Government 
could not be conducted satisfactorily while'the pre- 
sent Governor was in power. The wording of the 

conduct of the Governor ; and he called God to 
witness that it was his undoubted conviction the 

' Governor had other motives in dissolving the House 
than those for which he claimed eredit. (Oxder ! 
from the Chair.) | ye 1 
Hon. Attorney General wished members to take 

the widest latitude. 4 : 
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At that time, 

 keturned from Italy. The langulge of the King's 
Speech, at the opening of Parliament at that time, 
was almost in the very same words as the speech of 

{ the Governor, and he remarked this ir order to 
{ show how nearly the government had adhered to | 
| constitutional principles. Then Lord Melbourne ob- | 
jected to the dissolution, and said that former dis- | 

Mr. Smith continued. The conduct of himself! solutions, although bold and desperate acts, were 
| and colleagues had been impugned, They had | not to be compared with this, and asserted that seen charged with having set a trap for the Goveg- | the only justification of this dissolution was con- 
h 

nor, He briefly defended their conduct and pro | stant success. Such was the opinion of the great | 
Where was the information to show that 

a dissolution was necessary? He did not ‘wish the | 
Governor to be an automaton ; but he must move | 

ceeded. 

on information, and where was it? 
the dissolution in Pring® Edward's Island, by Gov. 
Bannerman, 3 new election law was about to come |! Governor. 
Into operation, and a majority of the people had | no further aware of the impending break-up of the | petitioned for a dissolution. 
titions here? 
must stand or fall. 
not justify such a pfoceeding. 

majority or a very large minority of the people. 

! . » . . 1 that, would he a justification of the conduct of the 
The Duke of Wellington said he wa: 

Where were the pe- | ministry, than any others who knew of the death | Orne the petitions the Government | of Earl Spencer. So in the same way it was known The petitions of a few could | and felt in this House and country, that a dissolu- 
Petitions had been | tion must take place if*the Prohibitory Law re- | repared in Fredericton and sent to WV estmorland, 

ut not one freeholder in five had signed them. He | outburst of the fecling of the country. No one 4| believed in the Governor's abstract right to dis- | advised the Governor,'o 
4 solve ; but he disputed his right to exercise it with- with him on the subjeet, or guve him any sugees- | 
| out the advice of his Council, or petitions from the | {is 

mained on the Statute Book. Itwasa spontaneous 

r had any communication 

tions, or knew anything from him, although all 
felt a dissolution wasat hand. 

position to assert that the Governor was subject to ed ; and was this an act to be quietly submit:ed || side influences. & 
to? The hon. gentleman then reviewed the IL <= He road from & kh of Tord Brougham, to 
ry of the prerogative, quoting Macaulay in support | show that Wellington, in the case before referred | Ie defended the conduct of the late | to. was responsible, although he had not given ad- 
ol his views. 
(Government in regard to the Liquor Law. Ho de- 
nied that the late Government was responsible for 
its consequences. The evils caused by the dissolu- 
tion and the censequent elections were greater than 
those caused by allowing the law to remain on the 
statute book. He asked the Hon. Attorney Gene- 
ral himself, whether, under the same circumstances, 
he, if in power, would advise a dissolution? The 
Council ought to know more of the state of the 
country than the Governor, and ought to have 
some voice in a question of dissolution. He then 
contested the argument that the Government | 

| should enforce the luw, and denied that the Pro- | 
hibitory Law had been inoperative, quoting the 
case of Thompson's brewery as an example of its 
operation. lhe Governor had dissolved on the ad- 
vice of a fraction of his Council, iustead of waiting 
for the advice of the whole body = Mr. Smith then 
challenged Dr. Larle to prove, as he had stated, 
that the late Goverment were destroying the 
finances of the country, and had increased the debt 
from £100,000 to £400,000. lie was prepared to 
aceount ior every dollar of the public money spent 
during their adwinisiration, and to show that tho 
had managed the public funds with the utmost eco- 
nomy, and had incurred no pars of this.debt. lie 
denied that Mr. Wilmot could have been admitted 
into the late Government. 

Mr. Johnson said, f he had been, four members 
oR late Government would have resigned. 

r. Wilmot explained that he did not mean 
that any proposition came direet from the govern- 
ment. 

Mr. Smith said such impressions had been made 
by what Mr. Wilmot bad said. Iie then referred 
to the last interview of the late Government with 
the Governor, and declared that Le felt they had 
een insalied, and that he would support any other 
men who had heen similarly treated, 5 

Dr. Earle referred to the report of the Finance 
Committee of last session, to show the correctness 
of his statements. 
Hon. J. H. Gray.said : He wopld not consent to 

he true questions pleased. Let themdkecp power | before the House, were, whether the act of the 
Wal | Governor was constitutional, and whether he had 
Canada, of Sir E. | exercised his power judiciously, 

ger, and used his perso- | although it was perfectly constitutional, that the 18 to uphold it. Here | ministry assumed the responsibility of the act 
which they never advised—an assumption of re- 
sponsibility frequently undertaken by ministers 
m England—though "this assertion would have S ¢ pon met the extreme views of the opposition ; he was Ihe result of the elections in Canada prepared to show that the dissolution was not done 

It was not said. 

appeared to give the Governor a majority ; here | without advice, and at what time it was done ; but the case was apparently the same,—but, as it hap- | he now stated that the cabinet could have assumed pened then, the constitutional | | uestion had after-{ responsibility. after the act was done, although wards to be decided. It was un ortunate that the they had never advised it. : He ‘quoted the speech Governor was placed in personal antagonism with | of Lord Brougham, who, when in Vi ie to the 
Tr 

a large portion of the people; and he hesitated not government, iter the elevation of 
LJ 

d Althorpe 

J 

| The case would he analogous to the present, even 

many of sthe late Government. 

( inteefered with the business of the country bv dis- 
solving before the Ilouse prorogued ; and said he 

| Tost no time in dissolving after the prorogation.— 
' Lord Brougham, in condemning the ministry for | 
| dissolving in vacation, said, that if ministers re- 

| the country at large, if their measures were ruin- 
| ous abroad and at home, and if, above all things, 
| there was a feeling of distrust thronghout the coun- 
| try, there were sufficient grounds for the dismissal 
| of the ministry and a dissolution ; and he arcued 
| that the late ministry were divided om the Liquor 
| Law, that they differed with the Governor, that 
| they differed with the country, as was proved by 
| the result of the elections at which only two men 
| who deelared themselves opposed to the Prohibitory 
| Law were defeated, and not one man elected op- 
posed to the repeal. (Mr. Gilmor explained that 
sink or swim he refused to pledgs himself to repeal 
the Prohibitory law.) Mr. Gray continued.— 
Mark she sophistry, only one man rose to gay he 
was returned for repeal and he had only said he 
would not pledge himself for repeal, but he did not 
say he would vote against it. He then referred to 
the elections, the circumstances attending somo of 
which plainly indicated the fecling of the country. 

| He cited the dismissal of the Fox and North Minis- 
try, in 1784, when ministry had large majority, 
land stated thataninisters did not complain of dis- 
missal. 
Mr. Johnson—That was right. 
Attorney General—Then what do you eomplain 

of? 
Mr. Johnson—We were not dismissed. 
Hon. Attorney General—Was that all? Why 

then, did they not send in their resignation and 
prevent bemg dismissed ? He denied the authority 
of despatches as exponents of the constitution. — 
There was no ministry on record in which the 

ded ministry. When circumstances cause a division 
individuals retired, and the minority remains and 
recruits its ranks from the men who give it strenath, 
He stated distinctly that the Tlouse was dissolved 
with the advice of eonncil and not by the procla- 
mation signed by Mr. Tilley. The present coun- 
cil did advise a dissolution, and neither the Gover- 
nor nor they would descend to any quibble or sub- 
terfuge to protect them in any position, and surely 
they would not, if the first proclamation had been 
valid, and the House had in their ovninion been 
dissolved, have again issued a proclamation di 

[to the Lords, and the ministry was broken up, dis- solving the House. 
J tinetly laid down this doctrine. 

Wellington, not wishing himself.to form a minis: | question about its validity. | Address called on the House to pronounce upon the: try, held several important offices until Sir R. Peel 

| Liberal party in ome of the first debates in the | 
Lords—not in an antiquated period, but in a time 
within the memory of every member—and, thero- 

In the case of | fore, it was evideA$®hat success in this case, as in 

It was the prompt- | m \ g . » 5 ; 4 « d =p A I'he Governor Bad dissolved against the advice of ing of & guilty consgience which now led the op- 
his Council; and without being properly petitiof- 

vice, and that a minister may assume responsibility | 
| for an aet of which he was positively ignorant. — 

admitting the truth of the extreme case put by |! 
He asserted that | 

| it would have been wrong of the Governor to have | 

| ministry has presented a bill to the king as a divi- | 
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lad the great seal been put 
to the proclamation, there might have been some 

But to vhis proclama- 
| tion (which he produced) the Governor's geal, not 

! 
| 

| 
| 
1 

the great seal, was attached, and without the Go 
vernor’s signature the document was invalid. Aq 
companying that document, in that state, the re 

| signation of the ministers was sent up. The Go- 

| vernor told them if they remained in offce they 
-~ 

would he responsible. Before the act was comple i 
{ th y.8ent in taeir resignations, leaving him withots 
adviser®. If he had after this signed the procla- 
mation and sent it to the Gazette, he would hav 

| acted without advisers. He would not say they 
| had laid a trap for the Governor hut they had ac: 

1 

ed eitker through ignorance or from oversight 

| Bulting conduct and asked if anv w ) Knew {3 
1 hy Governon woulda believe that be wouid insult anv 

, 
| man. Lie then asserted the expediency of the 
| solution ] 4! ] l , : tad $ sulituion, ata nat the aw was carried out unfair 

iy and men were condemne l ! CiOTe they were tried. 
11¢ Bald 1t te LY had continued 1 101°C it 

| months ha ¢vails vith tha [Tnitad Qtaé baie 1A 3 | HOLS tie trad wiltil 10 United Sita s wouiQq ¢ 

| destroyed. Every week vessels were seized where 
no blame could reasonably attach to the owners v attac 
masters, and he 8] ke of the case of the ** Ade! 
Cages bad occurred of vessels cominz irom i 
the captains of which were wholly ignorant of the 
law and vet their vessels were instantly seized. He 

tions at all as the Governor could dissolve on 
advice of his Council without petitions : but the 
Governor needed no petitions to tell him of t? LAEREl Url LM 

cries of TY | a 1 ) 1 | 1 N xx 1a » I Aye ’ +3 vi " bly] L | el WIS 11 oO! JHA an. vieén the mother 

were aragaeda away. Lie could read the tact an tae 

dissensions ol his owa couneil and in 
{ PP h re.) s+] } \ Pa ’ ol Messrs. Johnston, Smith and W $HileTH IN ( 

House. 

| 

| 

| 
| 

1 
| 

{ iy i &.) » 1 1 
| 41d not base the act of the Gove 

| 
] 

| 

| 

| 
{ 
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The Government assumed the full resnor- 

| sibility of the dissolution, and he believed the ma 
Jority of the IHouse would eive them hono: 
support and a fair trial, and he would resion wh 
a majority of the representatives declared thev had 
no confidence m him. Ie concluded by eal ng 
upon the House to support the address by a hax 
s0Mme majority, because it embodied the entimentis 
+h la aa | PR r OW nery Fone of : $n ! ol the people as plainly expressed by the late el 

tions. 

1t being six o'clock, the flouse ado 

sign, that was sufficient reason for so dissolving. — | 
If the ministers were torn by endless dissensions or 

| differed from the sovercign. if they differed from 

| I REDERICTON, 24th July 
| After ten o'clock the House met. After sow 
| delay the Scruti y Committee in the Gloucester 
| case was struck. The Committee are— 
Harding, McAdam, Ferris and Charles Perl A 
Hatheway nominated for MeNaughton, and Bots 
ford for End. Watters , Sutton, Smith, Lewis 
Desbrisay, Barberie and Street, were struck off, - 
Ludlow Robinson is agent for McNaughton, and 

lJ. A. Street for End. “Committee meet to-day - 

The only question before them is. whether the 1) 
puty Sheriff appointed by the Sheriff was competent 
to hold the scrutiny. 

Several questions were put to the Government 
What have they done in Railway affairs, or mean 
to do ? &e. Sutton asked—what had been dons 
with the Miramichi branch? Mitehell wanted to 
know if any change had been made in the 24 per 

| cent, 
"he debate on the fifth paragraph of the Address 

was resumed by Mr. M*Clelan, in opposition, foow- 
ed by Mr. Landry in favor. 

Afterwards a discussion arose as to the right of 
members to speak again who had already spoken, 
Johnston, Fisher, Smith and others asserting that 
each paragraph was a distinct proposition, and 
members could speak on each. Montgomery, 
Hatheway and Boyd asserted that members should 
make only one speech. Sutton urged the necessity 
of doing the business and getting home. The 
Speaker thought there should only be one speech 
by each member on the whole Address, there being: 
no amendment. There were no further speeches 
made, and the division was accordingly taken. ~~ 

| Gilbert voted with the majority. Tibbits got leavw 
to withdraw and not vote. 

[ Division on the fifth paragraph : Yeas, —Gray, 
| Wilmot, Allen, M‘Phelim, Kerr, Barberie, Read, 
| Landry, Harding, Botslord, Macpherson, Mont - 
| gomery, End, Desbrisay, Lawrence, 8. 7. Earle, 
Godard, Hatheway, Street, Boyd, J. Farle, Mec- 
Monagle, Secovil, Gilbert,—24, Nays,~Ficher, 
Smith, M¢Clelan, Watters, Johnson, Mitchell, 
Sutton, Lewis, W, E. Perley, Tapiey, Connell, C. 
Perley, Ferris, McAdam, Gillmor, ~15. 

After further debate on the right to debate each 
ragraph, &e., the Address finally passed, without 

Retin division, and without any amendw: 

Smith 
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