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Which :
fOr;C}}:OlS well known to all of us. I there-
mnsidelie that the Minister of Justice will
Hoyg \th‘s matter. I am sure that this
With ¢ o speak for myself at any rate
Confidey, greatest assurance—has perfect
n(’Wledee In that hon. gentleman’s legal
10 be hege’ and his position entitles him
Agemleard In any .dehb.eratw.e. assembly.
of Courman occupying his position would,
Mattey ?e, _be_heard conclusively on a
Iy pe Of thiskind, I make these remarks,
becau:;’InOt in opposition to this Bill:
CirQUmst do not know anything of the
Svery ances ; it may be one which on
Shouldprmc‘ple of justice and morality
Hoyge ¢ ENtertained and passed by this
Tap ™ do not oppose it on its merits.
Which we rely opposed to the irregularity
Procee die are allowing to creep into our
Dortay, Ngs In a matter of the most im-
th coy C aracter-—an irregularity which in
Cedent,rbe of time will be cited as a pre-

HON.

Ndoyp,

; SIR ALEX. CAMPBELL—
Eentlen, tedly the point to which the hon.
Attey, iorZ:n' from Richmond has called
thorey, E of very great importance, and
Adheyy, ghly acquiesce in the necessity of
f&renCeg to the rules laid down with re-
avit to these divorce bills. 'The
?“llded-to which my hon. friend has
Jury cOlS one upon which, I think, per-
T®asong L]l)ld not be assigned, for the
Stateq € has mentioned, and for that
Uthipy 7, ™Y hon friend behind me, but
rge ~there is a difference between the
Q"idenct ¢ House which relates to the

Satise which the House is to receive
Seryice 0Ty in regard to the proof of
Which of the petition, and the evidence
Teferen the House is to receive with
Fulg o€ €0 the scrvice of the Bill.  The
tlzt‘ my hon, friend has alluded to
on - the proof of service of the
Sha be Or attempts ‘made to effect it,
Senae, Made to the satisfaction of the
g ce’dlt does not say that proof shall be
the pypo 2t the bar. On the other hand,
bij g, & Which relates to the scrvice of the
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Oath, YS that that evidence is to be on

Detj

the 1 IS to be adduced at the bar of |

drg iouse, So there is a distinction
Of the en.our rules between the character
With |, Vidence which is to be adduced
ton, nelrenCe to the service of the peti-
Which, i; the character of the evidence

to be adduced with reference to
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the service of the bill and notice. In
the one case it is not in so many words
required to be given at the bar ef the
House, and in the otheritisin so many
words required to be so given. Therefore
there is a distinction between what the
Senate may consider satisfactory with
reference to these two services. With re-
gard to the service of the petition I think
it has been the practice of the House to
receive other proof than the evidence of
a witness at the bar, although I admit
that it is open to the serious objec-
tion which the hon. gentleman
from Richmond takes, that it is
doubtful whether perjury could be
assigned. But the practice has gone
further than my hon. friend from Lunen-
burg has on this occasion. After an
affidavit is read, it is usual to make a
motion that it be considered satisfactory
by the House. That would testify that,
at the moment, the Senate is satisfied that
the petition had been served upon the
respondent, or that attempts had been
made to effect such service. Whether
the House, in view of the fact—which I
am afraid is the case—that perjury could
not be assigned,—whether in future the
Senate would require the evidence of the
service of the notice to be made on oath
at the bar, is a point which, perhaps, we
had better consider further before
absolutely deciding upon it. The House
will see that the service of the notice
inaugurates the proceedings, and it may
very well be, that if an affidavit, properly
drawn and not open to the objection
urged against this particular atfidavit, were
presented, coupled with the admission
made by the respondent in the telegram
which has been read to the House, that
she has been served with the notice, the
House would be satisfied with the
evidence, and they might pass a resolution
to that effect, under the rule which the
hon. gentleman from Richmond has read.
The object of a petitioner in making proof
in that way is to avoid the expense of
bringing a witness here to prove the ser-
vice of the notice. He is obliged under
the rules of the House to prove the service
of the bill by a witness at the bar of the
House, but he is not obliged in so many
words to bring a witness to prove the
service of the notice. Therefore the
House has indulged persons who have
come here for those bills by allowing them



