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ed the instructions to the British delegates it was stated that they

hie iwere flot te hold out any hope that the English rules of law wero
lie likely to be sulrtantially modifled and brought into eonformi.ty
y with continental miles, particularly in eases where the Exglish

mile prevails, flot only in the United Kingdom, but aise through-
out the English-speaking world. But there were jertain points
on whioli the English law ivas douhtful, or where tlmn-re Yere

points of divergence between. the different Eng,,Ilispeakzing

& sentatives that it would evidently be desirahie if a uniforin rule
could bc arrived at, as; t"le uniformity cf the rule would be pro-
bably cf more importance than the nature of the rule itself.

The attitude cf this country, and the reasons therefor, yere
deilned befere the commencement cf the conference, this position
boing made quite clear by Sir George Buchanan in his final
speech in the following words:

"Ilowever, it is aur duty ta afflrii that it is impossible for
our (4overnument te go furt.hor or tce depart froni the attitude
whiclh it lias takcen froin thxe beginning cf this conference. It is
ne question of national pride or obstinary %vhiei lias9 giv'cn rise
te thîs attitude, but the necessity of safeignarding the interests
of out- mercantile conimutnitr. A law whitch governs more tlîaxx
190,000,000 peuple-including thle United Kin-dom, the British
colonies, and inost cf the States of- the United States cf America
-without counting the vast population cf the Indian Empire-
ca niot be rnodi fled %vîthout disturbing long-settled eoinnercial
relations and ivithout creat*,ng divergenceies in legisiation among
the memibers cf the Anglo-Saxon familly. It is possible that
aniong the rules of Engliglh law there are sonie w'hich are anti-
quated and inconvenient, but in its main lines aur law docs but
ixîcorporate the usages of our commerce. It is net an arbitrary
law impcsedl by the Legisiature on fthe commercial cemmnunity;
the liegisiature lias but given the sanction cf law te the usages
cf aur commerce and trade, and in niodifying fliat lav we should
upset long established customas. There arc ether reasons in the*
demain of law w'hich, raise equal diffieulties. We have ne separ-
ate droit de change. WeP have no tribiinals of commerce. \Ve
draw ne dist'inction between traders and noii-traders. Our ceux-
merciai Iaw is an integral part cf our ceoi law, and it la the


