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 independent as they are, have rarely, if ever, af-
¢« ferted to be im them, or attempted to exercife,
« or if they have, the Affertions have ever been
« pofitively denied, and the Attempt to exercife
« the Right carefully fruftrated by the Houfe of
« Commons ; being looked upon by them as an
«¢ Jnvafion of the Rights and Privileges inherent
¢ in them only. The like Rights and Privile-
« ges, we do infift, are conftitutionally inherent
« in us, as the Reprefentatives in Affembly of
« free Britifb Subjeds, and we hope we fhall be
« allowed to exercife them without Controul,
¢ unlefs it can be thewn (which we cannot con-
« ceive) that our dependent State upon our Mo-
« ther Country (of which we are duly fenfible,
¢« and in whofe Determinations we fhall always
¢t chearfully acquicfce) neceffarily deprives us
« of any Part of them.” Now what can, by any
rational Conftruction, be intended by thele Rights
and Priwileges, but the feveral Rights and Privi-
leges refpecting the Mode of procecding upon Money
Bills, the only Subje¢t of Conteft at this time
fubfifting between the two Houfes? But yet their
Honours have, upon the Authority of thefe Paf-
fages, charged the Lower Houfe with arrogating
to themfelves the Rights and Powers of a Britifh
Houfe of Commons, which muft be underftood
in a general Senfe, though the main Scope and
Intention of the Lower Houfe, and their Expref-
fions alfo, limit their Claim to particular Privi-
leges.
' DFrom what has been faid, I hope it appears tg
the impartial Reader, that the Lower Houfe, 1n
' | their



