Co

the sweeping force
exclusively
flament.”

tion is inve

of section 91
to the authority of the D
In fact, the pith of the
Ived in thig enquiry.

This surely

» is reserved
ominion Par-
whole conten-

is a question upon which a differ-
ence of opinion ig allowable. If so, I fail to see
what objection can be reasonably entertained to
the expression of the views which [ hold upon
it. Free discussion jg helpful to the elucidation
of truth, so long as it ig conducted with propricty
and forbearance on both sides. This rule I have
sought to follow, Whether it has been equally

respected by my opponent 1 leave your readers
to decide.

The brevity of My remarks upon the point at
issue has been complained of.  But I mygt say
in answer 1o this, that I took Pains to state the
substance of my argument with the utmost pos-
sible conciseness, By general consent the whole
question turns upon the query above stated, and
this is one of fact as well as of law, Abstractly
considered, the expediency of relegating matters
of such high import as the provincial adminis.
tration of justice to the exclusive jurisdiction of
the Local Legislatures of C:m:ld:l,might reason-
ably admit of dispute.  But the fact that Lower
Canada was unwilling to enter Con federation
unless secured againsg the possibility of outside
interference with her Juridical system ig notori-
ous, and will serye 1o explain this, as e as
some other peculiar features in the British North
America Act, Upon the constity

tiomal question
I was careful urge wh

aever oceurred to e
being material in support of the
pressed, as a slight contribution tow,
determination

as
opinions ex-
ards the final
of this importang

issue. I now
gather from “ your Readers» letter, that the
Thrasher Case is about to he submitted (o the

Supreme Court of (he Dominijon,
acknowledged competeney t
Under these circumstance
fluous and lm])e(‘oming in me to attempt o pro-
long the controversy,

I cannot refrain,

a tribunal of
0 decide upon it,
s it would 1ye super-

however, from ¢
or three statemenys in “Your Re

He says, “the change of [my]
Letellier case shoulq have taug
Iam at aloss to imagine wh
dent means by this
known to

ticing two
aders” Jetter.
opinions iy (he
ht[me] a Jesson.”
at your correspon-
assertion.  For i is well
all who care to ascertain the fact, that
I have never altered my published opinions on
the Letellier question in the slightest particular,
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o s e e e “ma
Again, “Your Reader” insinuate,S th;.it ! ]:er)-’
possibly have received COmmumca-non,h or
chance at Ottawa, perchance at V1Ct0r.(‘n,lsl)',
elsewhere, which has, may be ul.lwnvsci{eally
had an influence in biassing [my] mind. -uments
this supposition is a poor substitute for arglulﬂight
and a very unworthy weapon of attack. 4t this
content mysclf with the a.sertion tha rther,
assumptionisutterly untrue. But [ will go fut un-
and say that my opinions, be they sound Iorhave
sound, are exclusively my own, and tlmt' it
purposcly refrained from inviting discussion - O
any one upon the matter, 1 know .n()d‘]“t]:wa,
the sentiments of any person, cither m Ot{‘ the
Victoria or elscwherc, upon the merits Oqccn
Thrasher judgment, save only what 1 have ')iﬂ'
in print, wit the solitary exception of thc,()(lling
ions voluntarily expressed to me by two led en-
lawvers of Ontario, who both concurred }nMaY
dorsing the position taken in my letter © that
ISt Lo your journal, One of them added on-
he should have bheen disposed to press my Cen‘
clusions stij| further, Werce T at liberty to I,ﬂul
tion the names of these gentlemen, they \‘f‘)the
be recognized by common consent as two © ‘ers
most able and experienced constitutional law)
in Canada

. ur
I have in reference to * Y0
ave only to add, in referenc rtion
Readers»

that the
appeale

Cxpressed surprise at my asse i
British Columbia Judges had m‘ ,.;;]a-
d for Support against the Local ]A(;?n}()n
tures to the Imperial as well as to the Domi s
Governments - A statement which he dccm':ice 0
must have gathereq from some source outsl it in
the jnd;{mcnt,——th:u I find my warrant f()r; the
Mr. Justice Crense's remarks (pp. 37, 38 (~) testy
Thrasher Case), where he refers to a P'-Osse
signed by all the Judges of the Court, ad‘(l':‘u[ti-
“to the Minister of Justice, and (it being the
mately possibly ap Imperial  matter) tf? {heir
Secretary of Stage.” But, it is added, ments
Mosturgent representations to both (}<)“"erl,ﬂ~,5\vef
failed to eliciy one single legal reason in @

to their respecty] protests.”

Tt is undoubtedly a subject for regret thars we
Dominion Government has not, so f.ar estigad”
know, seen fit as yet to ﬂ“thorizé A n;Vb)’ the
tion into the grievances comP]‘“ncc,1 Ohe juris-
British Columbig judiciary. For whilet in 8
diction of the Provincial chisla'-turt':ljutiol'l o
matters assigned to them in the dlsw; A. Ach
Powers, by the g2nd section of the B. N.

at the



