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or wrong—for the preseant. at any rate—a
very strong opinion. not shared by most of
the hon. gentlemen who have spoken to-ds)y.
In 1874, arliament did not meet until atter
the day oi the return of the Iast writ, and
in that year the Hono Mr. Bhike was Mio-
ister of Justice. That seews to be in keeping
with the view tuat Parliament began 1o
run from that pcriod.
of the statement that there were noue whose
naes were known who held the opinion,
aiud e sugeest for the consideration of the
Government that there is this curious phase
which sceins to strengthen the ides thrown
out {for refercnce to the Supreme  Court
Take this ehamber to-day, those who argue,
no doubt sincerely. inclining to the view 1
entertain, that this Parliament runs ill

June. happen teo be desirous of promoting -

remedinl lerislation, and are auxious to sec
the Remedial Bill carried into effect. All
the other gentlemesn, without exception. who
say tiey have no doubt that the life of this
Parlinment expires on the 24th  of next
April, desire 1o defeat that Bill. No gentle-
man advocating the Bill would like 10 see
it dealt with irregularly and unconstitution-
ally, so as to be 1n the end abortive. 1
would like to see this Parliament live long
enough to deal comprehensively with ihe
neasure, but if there is aupy reascnable
doubt amongst legal minds as to our power,
no advecate of the measure would wish to
run any risk. I was going to make apother
suggestion. 1t has been suggested that we
should refer this point to the Supreme Court,
Well, it is answered, and with some forcee,
that the decision of the Supreme Court could
not be considered a final judgment., and it
is too late to go te the court of last re-
sort. but we have a committee, and I think
that committee might be called into play to
look upon these very refercnces and prece-
dents and make a repore: and even if the
mewbers of that commitice have pot the
standing of judges of the Supreme Court,
still 1 question very much wiether, on &
marter of this kind., after all is said and
doune. the repovt of that committee would
not be uas vialuable to the House of Com-
mons.  The question. at any rate. would
bhear investigation and discussion. for we all
desire that no risk should be run in con-
nection with this legislation ; and as regards
the point that Parlinment may possibly have
met before it had a right to meet, that point
demands the consideration of this Iouse.
and that consideration, it secins to me. could
be regularly obtained by references to the
Committee of Privileges and Eleections.

Mr. CHOQUETTE. Opinions have been
given from mnoarly every prevince, apd 1
should like to quote the opinion contained
in a letter from Ottawa to the ** Moniteur

de Lévis,” which is considered the organ of ;

the ex-Minister of

wiitten by the Hon. Sernator Landry. for-

N

I rise merely in view

Agriculture. the Hon. .
Senator Angers. That letter, I believe. was |
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';mcrly member of this House from Mont-
'maguoy.

i Mr. AMYOT. Does the hon. gentlemawu
lathrm it as a taet that the * Moniteur de

Lévis is the organ of the ex-Minister of

s Agriculture, and also that the letter he re-
i fers 10 was written by Senator Landry *

Mr. CHOQUETTE. As far as one can af-
firm an opinion, 1 do so. It is well understood
iz Quebec that the * Moniteur de Leévis™
cis the organ of the ex-Minister ot A\gri-
culture. That is well understood in Quebec.
And I can atirm with certainty that the
“letter fromn which T am about 1o quote was
Cwritten by Senator Landry. This letter zoes
‘on 10 quote section 50 of the British North
S Ameriea Act. which reads as follows :—

Every House of Commons shall continue for
five years from the day of the return of the
writs for choosing the House (subject to be
sooner dissoived by the Governor General), and
no longer.

Here is what Senator Landry argues from
wat clause :

In -decreeing that the duration of Parliament
ruust not extend beyond the period of five yvears
(and no longer) the law shuts the door on all
ulterior delays. and every Parliament which
would take upon itself to exceed this extreme
limit would be without authority and against
authority. The constitution would be violated
and the country would fall into anarchy.

I give this as the opinion of Senator Landry.
bheeause I am sure the letter was written
Ly him, and I reel pretty certain that this
ix also the opiuion of Senator Angers.

Mr. EDGAR. The hon. member for St. Joun
(Mr. Hazen) seems to think that, by reason
of section 14 of the Elections Act, it was
within the power of the returning otlicer
for Algoma to extend the time of the
Juration of Parliament beyond five years.
I do not think that the bhon. member wiil
contend that an officer can do. by a side
wind. what this FParlinment cannot do. We
cannot counstitutionally pass an Act to say
that the existence of this Parliament shall
be five years and one day. We have no
aurbority : we are estopped by the British
North America Act from doing it. A pro-
vince can do it, but this Parlinment caunot
do it. How much less. then, is it possible
for a returning officer, by a side wind. un-
der a clause of a Dominion statute to do
what this Parliament could not do itself.
Then. with reference to the hon. member
for Pictou (Sir Charles Hibbert Tupper’s) re-
marks. I could not quite make out how he
~argued that we may have the right. after
- meeting on the 29th April, 1891.—

Sir CHARLES HIBBERT TUPPER. We
- may have been wrong. :
i Mr. EDGAR. Or may bhave been right.

. Sir CHARLES HIBBERT TUPPER.
, argued that we may have been wrong.



