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%vil) always be oecrcised Nvith *full regard to constitutional princi-
pies and in the best interests of the empire ivlen cxcrciscd at
ail(n)

Another Minister of j ýi.tice has been% equally strotig iii his coli.
tention. Hon. Edivardl Blake aI.gued strongly that the dehinition

of colonies given in sec. i cf the Colonial Lavs \Talidity Act %v'ould
not comprise the Provinces united into the Dominion of Caniada
by the B. N. A. Act, 1867, and that the effect cf the B. N. A, Act
is to repeal the Colonial Laws Validity Act, s0 far as the Provinces
are concerned (n). Chief justice Harrison, in the samne case (o),
says that l"the specific provisions cf the B.N.A. Act displace the
application cf that section " (referring tc a section of the Colonial
Iavs Validity Act).

In addition te these opinions, it appears from the statements
made on February 7uh, 1895, by Sir Mackenzie Bowveli, the P>remier,
and Sir C. H. Tupper, the Minister cf justice, to, a deputation of
metibers of the Copyright Association cf Canada, that their
Governimett %vas fully resolved te adhere to the contention as te
the powvers cf the Dominion Parliarnent raised by the late Sir John
S. D. Thompson (p ).

That there is a cencensus of opinion in Canada on ail these
mnatters appears from the proceedings in t1he Canadian House cf
Comnions in the month cf June, 1900: Hcfl, Mr. Fisher, M\,inister
cf Agriculture, addressîng the House on June ist, on nioving the
2nd reading of Bill No. 167, a Bill te amend the Copyright lawv
said:. I do not wish te dwell upon the disputed question cf our
constitutional right to pass legislatien cf this kind. 1 think there
is ne single public man in Canada who is prepared for a moment
te question or doubt our constitutional riglit to legislate uponi
copyright questions. 1 rmake this motion te amend our copyright
law with the full intention cf asserting the right of I>arlianent te
pass this legisiation, a right inherent in us tinder the B3ritish North
America Act ; and there is nothing in this Bill, and there is ne
intention in propesing this Bill, te derogate frorn that contention
of our constîtutional right or in any w'ay to minimize that right" (q>.

(m)> Hodgiiis, p. 3.îs

(n) Me/lding v. ilns Cart. 40,3.

(o) At Il. 425.

(p> SeŽe I)a~iv Mail and Empire, Februv.,v 8, iSqc5,


