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tion of the Crown and the people, it
bias been decided that there shall be
no session of a new parliament during
certain months in the year or for a
given period of time, thi,3 would be au
unlawful or improper infringemeut
upon the prerogative, especially by a
body that bias a riglit to alter or amend
the constitution.

But does the Algoma proviso really
prejudice the prerogative? We have
seen that it bas not done so in the
past, nor is likely to do so. The case
is supposed of a political crisis, say in
the Fail, necessitating a dissolution.
The Legisiature nmigbt, it is suggested,
ref use to vote supplies, and no0 appeal
to a niew Huse could be had until the
JulY folowing at the earliest. Is the
Crown to be thus deprived of the
means for carrving on the government
for some seveuý or eight months ? The
answer is that, whule the Crown would
have the right to dissolve, harrnony
between the Crownasud th e Legislature
could be securcd by a change of Minis-
ters. The prerogative is not an arbitrary
instrument, but one always to be used
judiciously and solely in tbe public
interest. A Governor miay have to
decide between a change of Ministers
and a stoppage of the Queen's busi-
ness. In that case lie miuat act ou bis
best judgment. Supposing, however,
by forcing himi to accept, as the resuit
of an appeal to the country, the wihl of
a partially constituted bouse ouly, and
Ministers in whom a majority of the
country, if represented by a complete
House, would have no0 confidence, what
would then become of the riglits of
the Crown I It miglit get supplies, it
is true, but at the price of the prero-
gative.

THE ARGUMENT 0F CONVENIENCE.

In the foregoing remarks the ques-
tion of convenience bias been inciden-
tally referred to. It is argued that the
inconvenience of the arrangement
which. limits elections in Algoma to
certain mionths in the year, is to have

great weight in considering the inten-
tions of the Legisiature, when framing
the Statute. Mr. Scott, M. P.P., in bis
argument, quoted fromn 'MLvaxwell's
Interpretation of the Statuites,' in sup-
port of this view. Maxwell, in bis 'lun-
terpretation of the Statutes,'page 16 6,

says ' An argument drawn from an in-
convenience, it bias been said, is for-
cible in law, and no0 less force is due

'to any drawu from au absurdity or
'injustice.' But 'incouvenience' alone
is not sufficient to invalidate a Statute
that is clear and unistakable in its
ternis. The law books are full of
decisions, some of wbich are to be fouud
in 'Maxv-ell' (p. 5), distinct]y inisisting
on adberence to the express letter
of the Statute, no matter wbat the
consequences, or, in otlier wor(ls, the
'incoulvenienice' ay be. lu 'Maxwell'
p. 4, oceurs the following passage: 'If
the words go beyoud what was the in-
tention, effeet must nevertbeless be
given to tbem. They cannot be con-
strued contrary to tbeir meaning
merely because no good reason ap-
pears why they should be excluded
orî embraced. However unjust, ar-
bitrary or incouvenient the intention
'may be, it miust receive its full effect.
'WThen once the intention is plain, it
is not the province of a court to scan
its wisdom or its policy.' The plea

of inconvenieuce in the present in-
stance lias no practical weight. A
possible difflculty eau only arise at a
General Election. The practice of On-
tario is against the presumption that
sucb an inconvenience will arise. It
was for the Legisiature in framing the
Election Law to balance inconven-
iecs. Tbey decided, it must be as-
sume(l, that it would be lesa incon-
venient, perhaps once in a great many
years, for public business to bave to
await the election of a complete As-
semibly than to recognise as a valid
and effectual meeting of Parliament
one from wbicb a portion of the re-
presentation was, per force, excluded.
However to guard against a most im-
probable eventuality it bias 110w beel'
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