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first three names, Judge Taschereau, one of the ablest Iawyers ini Ca.iada, and a
e trati who, although of French origin, has produced the very ablest book on

criminal law now mn use--one that is a vade nsecum» ini every court in Canadft--is
the first of those who arc ini favor of abolition. The next is Mr. justice Gwynne,

:0 also a veiry able criminal lawyer, one who was engaged for rnany years as Crown
Voulnsel, and afterwards sat for years on the bench of tbe Superior Court of On.

nt: trio, and now occupies a place in the Suprerne Court of the Dominion. ILhen,
h there is Chancellor lloyd, whorn we in Upper Canada ail know to be a most

Y tiiiiinent jurist. While on the other aide, taking the first three in the order that
Il I received the list, I find that Attorney-General Mcwat, Chief justice Hagarty,

ks and Sir Thomas Galt, all able mein, hold an opposite opinion, so far as 1 cati
ht iake out. Perhaps I was flot so miuch surprised with regard to one or two of
:y t lt. gentlemen namced, but I certainly feit surprised when I saw the name of Hon.

M \r. M-owat, AttorneyGGeneral of Ontario, opposed to this change; for he has,
le b~out for rnany Years (and 1 have airmired bis conduct in taking the course hie

iId) a great law-reforn.er, and the obstacles in the way of justice which 'the
W isdon-i of ouir anicestors' had placed in his way-all these technical absurdities,
lit- bore (lo\vn and toppled over wi-Lhotit the slightest hesitation. Fie was most

r- nergetic iii the wvay of reformi-in fact, lie wvas almost like a hippopotamuis rush-
Iiaz through a cane-brake in bis desire to niakt. direct and plain the path of ready
jus~tice. When 1 seý! 'is views and the arguments he uses, 1 will perhaps be able
i, ;iplreciaite the reason£ wvhy lie occupies the position that he does. At present

dl an say is, 1 ain somnewhiat surpriscd that so able a muan and so valuable a
inian, as a law reformer, bas taken the view that hie appears, on this occasion, to
-have taken. W-hut .1 ask is, tI'.-.t these papers he produced, and the reason I ask

Ln it i., this: It i5 a very important question. It very seriouisly touches the adminis-
tg tation of justice, and here we finid one hundred nmen competent to forni an

s- opinion on the sub)ject--ir.en exercised in the. office of justice, forming différent
ýdt opinions, sone fifty on one side and some thirty-nine on. the other, while sorne
of zire dotibtftil. 1 have not gone into an analysis by provinces, but 1 find that in
idi iost of the provinces the, judges are pretty equally divided, while in My own

province the majority of the judges who have spoken on the subject is slightly in,
ýd flvor of abolishing the system. Now, while I admit, and, I think, would dlaim,

iu tlîat the greatest weight should be attached to their opinions, I must admit also
,b that they are not infallible, and wiffh the proper material before them intelligent
lelavmen cati as weil dispose of sucit matters as perhaps the inot astute lawyer,to The condition being this, that a large number are for antd a large nurnb-.r against,
ai the majority, however, being in favor of the abolition of the grand jury.. the ma-

terial is there for every one capable of reasoning to form à correct conclusion on
rs the subject. I do flot intend to ask, nor do 1 expect, immediate action. I have

ve tile fullest confidence in the mien who control public affairs, and 1 have no doubt
ry that at the proper time they will take action. I do not propose to follow up this
ty m otion with any action this session, nor perhaps later, if I should be convinced
b- < that the reasoning is against me,. Lut what IL want is this : that that v*aluable
,le .44 contribution to the discu..sion shotild be within reach of every mani, layman as


