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a fault. Wlereupon, Mr. Story ex-
cused birnself by ignorance of any
sucb order, and since lad considered
it, and doth acknowledge it not to le
well done, and accordingly required
the bouse to remit it, wvhich willingly
by the House was remiitted.'a) Subse-
quently the practice was exi)ressly pro-
hibited bv a, standingy order passed on
the 6th 'November,' 1666, (b) in the
foilowing words :-' That such mcm-
bers of the Ilouise as are of the long,
robe shall not be of counsel on either
side in any Bill depending in tbe
Lords' House, before sudl Bill sbal
corne down f rom the Lords' House to
this bouse.' This rule bas been re-
laxed only on rare occasions- once
wben the King's and Queen's Attor-
neys an(l Sol icitors-General , tIen merni-
bers of the bouse, were permitted to
piead before the bouse of Lords for
and against the Bill against Queen
Caroline, ami tIen it was un(lerstoo(l
tley should not vote on it in tbe Coin-
mons; and again when Mir. Roebuck
was ailowed to appear against the
Sudbury Disfrancliise ment Bill, wbich
nad passed the Comimons, and tben
oniy because it was hld to be a Bill
invoiving a rnatter of public policy.

Tbe foundation of this rude is the
unwritten iaw of Parliamient, wliul
deciares that ' a mcm ber is incapable
of practising as coumisel before tIe
House or lanv Cornmittee, not only
with a view to prevent pecuniary in-
fluence upon bis votes, but also le-
cause it wotild be beneath bis dignity
to piead before a court of whicl be is
himself a constituent part. Nor is it
consistent with pariiamentary or pro-
fessionai usage for a mem ber of Par-
liamemît to advise as counsel upon any
private bli, petition, or other proceed-
ing in Parliarnent '(c).

But aithough the unwritten iaw of
Parliament had enabled the House to
punisb by expulsion members who lad
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received moneys ' for their pains and
services' in promoting private bis in
Parliament, the Huse, on the 2nJc
May, 1695, afirmed the common law
of Parliament, -making it a high
crime and misdemeanour for any one
to presumne to offer money to any rn-
ber of the Ilouse to stimulate hini in
the diseharge of bis duties' (a), in the
following words :-' Tbat the offer of
any money or otiier advantage to any
member of Parliament for the pro-
moting- of any matter whatsoever de-
pending, or to be transacted, in Par-

*liament, is a bigh crime and misde-
* meanoiir, and tends to the subversion
of the Engiish Constitution.' (b)

Prior to this, and about 1571, com-
plaint was made to the bouse that
some nibers had been guilty of
some gross breach es of parliamentary
the in taking ' fees or rewards for

te voices iii the furtherance or hin-
drance of Bills offered in the bouse,'
and a Comiittee was forLhwith ap-
pointed to examine tbe matter, and on

*the foliowing day they reported, 'That
they cannot learn. of any that bath
soid bis voice in tbis flouse, or in any
way (leait unlawfully or indirectiy in
that bebaîf ' (c).

In 1677, complaint was made to,
the House that Mr. John Asbburn-
bani, a member, bad received £500
for prornoting the business of French

* merchants in connection witl legis-
lation. bis was the first case of
the kind recorded in the journals of
the Huse. The charge was investi-
gated and proved, an]l he wvas expelied
under a resolution which declared that
le had 'committed an offence to tbe
dishonour of the Hlouse, and contrary
to his duty as a member thereof ' (d),

But this precedent before their eyes
did not prevent a Speaker of the
House (Sir John rrrevor), who also
heid the judicial office of Master of
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