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chequer Court Act was passed by the House
of Commons, that Bill created, after its
passage, a great deal of discussion indeed.
The then Governor General of Canada, the
Earl . of Dufferin, ‘actually referred ghis
Bill to the home authorities to inquire whe-

ther Her.Majesty would: be advised fo dis-

allow the Bill entirely—all on account of
that famous clause No. 47, creating a Gen-
eral Court of Appeal for Canada, whose
judgment should be final.

And it is that correspondence between the
Governor General of Canada, Earl Dufferin,
and the Earl of Carnarvon, who was then
Secretary of the Colony, and the Hon. Ed-
ward Blake, then Minister of Justice, which
I have been fortunate enough to read. I
should like to be permitted to give a few
extracts to show how clearly it was the in--
tention of the Government then that the
judgment of the Supreme Court of Canada
should be final, and that this court had
been established more than anything else
in order to render perfect justice to suit-
ors in Canada, and not oblige them, at tre-
mendous expense, to send solicitors and
counsel: -across the watér to have a case
heard, and perhaps judged by men, cer-
tainly of very high ability, but not always
familiar with the conditions of the country.
I may say that I have added to my, motion
the words “ when unanimous.” As I go
along I shall read a letter from a very dis-
tinguished lawyer of Montreal, Mr. C. 8.
Campbell, K.C., son of the late 8ir Alex-
ander Campbell. who was at one time leader
of the Senate, and ask permission to place
it on the records of the House, showing
very clearly what he thinks of the matter
and also of the position I have taken.
I have also added the words to my motion
*“ except in comstitutional cases.” I may
say I put the first amendment there in
order to placate the people from my own
province, because the great majority of
cases going to the Privy Council have been
in the past year from Quebec. When the
Supreme Court was first established the
lawyers of the province of Quebec—the
best. of them—had no confidence in that
court, and I know of one faious law-
yer, who afterwards became a judge,
Bogsé, who said, when taking a brief in
a very important case. “Well, I will take
your_case, but, remember if we lose in ap-

al, of, if, it has to. go beyond the Court
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court, as constituted, has not given abso-
lute satisfaction, especially in the earlier
years. Even the hon. Speaker of this House,
who is giving me such an attentive ear,
proposéd once in the Commons that the .
court should be abolished entirely. At the
same session. of Parliament, some time
afterwards, Mr. Girouard, then member
for Jacques Cartier, and afterwards a judge
of the Supreme Court, presented a Bill in
the Commons by which all cases which
were of an absolutely provincial character,
between two people of the same province,
should get a final decision in the province,
according to the laws of that province. But
of course if it were a case between a man
in one province and another suitor in an--
other province, then it might go to the
Supreme Court, or if it were a case between
one province and another province, or be-
tween one province and the central Gov-
ernment it might go to the Supreme Court;
but when the suitors were in the one prov-
ince, the laws of that province should
govern, and the judgment- of the Court of
Appeal .of that province should be final.
Now. hon. gentlemen may say, and perhaps
they are perfectly right in saying, *“ Why
should a land surveyor approach a ques-
tion of this sort?””. I believe in this House
we are all on an equal footing.

If we have been found worthy of seats

-in this House, we have been found worthy

of discussing the various questions that
come before us; but there are many rea-
sons why lawyers should not like to dis-
cuss these questions. First, there is the
point that the vast majority of lawyers
have never had any case before the Judicial
Committee of the Privy Council. They have
never been asked to go across the water,
and consequently they do not like to speak
on this matter for fear perhaps of being
told, “ Well, what do you know aboui it?
You have mnever pleaded before the Com-
mittee of the Privy Council,” and they do
not like to expose themselves to that argu-
ment. Then there are others who have not
been fortunate before the Privy Council.
They have lost their cases, and they say
if .we speak about restricting dppeals people
will think it is on account of spite or re-
sentment, because we have not been well
treated. . There are others who have been
there very. often, and ‘as fo such lawyers
who *have:made :good i money out of it, peo-
ple :may-eay.:‘Of ‘course .you are in favour
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