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At the annual wrecting in 1906 the Corrn ittee reported that
the ndoption of sueh a code vwas not only advisable but under
existing conditions of very grest imrportance, that unless the
public had confilence in the integrity of the adn inistration of
justice there could be no lasting periranence to republican institu-
tions, that with the influx of inerensing nuwmrbers who seek
adr: ission to the profession mainly for its emaoluir ents, have come
new and changed conditions. Never having vealized or grasped
that indefinite ethical sonething which is the soul and spirit
of Inw and justice these noen not only lower the wrorale within the
profession hut debase our high ealling in the eyes of the public.

It was considered that the adoption of a coc'e by the An erican
Bur Association would tend to «evelop unifornity of practice
hetween the various States,

Another reason given for the adoption of a code wus that
ueny wen depart from honourable and accepted standards of
practice early in their legal coreers as the result of ignorance.

In 1907 the sume Con n ittee presented o report recon n ending
that Sharwood’s vell-known and instruetive essay on Prolessional
Fthies, firrt published in 1854, should be reprinted anl issued
in & volun e supplen entary to the Annual Report, The Com-
wittee wus directed to have the proposed canon of professional
ethics prepared by 1st Nay, 19C8, to transn it a copy to each
nenber and to the Cobnnittees, of the respective Stute Bar
Associations for eriticism and suggestions, and that the final
report should be ready for subn ission at the 19C8 n ecting, when
it was adopted iu its present form.

The Law Society of Upper Canada considered a code of pro-
{essiona] ethics several years sgo at the suggestion of the late
Mr. Justice Rose, with the approval of Dr. Hoyles, Principal for
over twenty years of the Law School at Csgoode Holl. The
natter wes considered by the Legal Edueation Comriritéec, of the
Benchers, but was not favourably entertained at that time.
The latz Mr. Christopher Robinson, K.C., was one of the principal
pponcuts.  He took the position that legal ethice could not be
taught in thet way, that it was nerely a matter of pontal and
mora} education, and not one that could be reached by the udoption




