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firmed that this had been al ways the rale
- and usage ng.on this subject. If the House
adopted proposition it would be
adopting ~ what~ was  utterly false,
for it was perfectly certain  that
there was no  shadow of | foundation
for saying that such had been the rale of
Parliament. The hon. gentleman had re-
ferred to many who lsid dowa what was the
usage on the subject, and that was tha' no
member of the House should be interested
‘ecuniarily in any business transacted ia the
louge, whether his partner transacted it or
himself. The purpose of the English ralc
Was to prevent a member being interested as
& solicitor in business before the House or
any of its Committees; and that rule -
and it was ours also—was framed
80 that a member could not evade it by hav-

- ing his partoer transact any business before
- the House from which he himself was to re-
{ Célve pecuniary advantage. No hon. mem-

ber having any respect for Lis own reputa.
tion would say that the usage was as laid
down by the hon, member for South Leeds.
The hon. member disclaimed havin any re-

| ference to any member, disclaimed the know-
ledge of any case in which any member ¢
l the House been influenced by hLis parss |
ner being engaged as solicitor for any one
bavirg business beforc the House. It was
not, therefore, necessary that he (Attoranoy-
General) should say some things which, bat
for that disclaimer, ho should havi thought

' 1t bis duty to say. The hon. gentiomsn had
referred to a case before the British House o

' Commons in which this principle was
discussed, but there the mover dil
not pretend that it was contrary to usage of

- Parhament; he atked that a new 1ule shoald

- be enacted.

{ Mr. MACDONALD said his resolutioa
- was framed from the motion then made —or

on the rule adopted in 1830 —either on one
or the other,

Attorney.-General MOWAT said the rule
| laid down in May] said what the usage of
Parliament was; but the hon. membor
wished to go further, and state as being the
rule something which was not. The House
quite understood why this resolution had
i been moved, There had been a preat doal
of taik in the organs of hon. gentlemen op-
| poeite on this matter, and the motion of the
on. gentlemen was proposed to be a s'ar
- upon Mr. Blake and the hon. gentleman who
8at beside him (Mr. Crooks,) He happened’
to know the facts connected with Mr. Blake,
Every cne who knew, or cared to speak hon.
cstly, knew that that gentleman was
utterly incapable of naking use of |
bis public trust for any private advantage, |
He demoustrated that in a way which
few of them had an opportunity of doing,
It was pot long after entering that he dis.
covered that so much of his time would be
taken up there that he could not render so
much service to his firm as he had previously
done, aud he therenpon 1esigned $2,400
year. So far from coming into Parliament
for the purpose ot making a profit out of his
trust, he almost immediately entered into a
new arrangement by which he voluntarily
resigeed that large sum. That was in 1867
but the great abilities of his hoa. friand, and
the confidence which the country placed in
bim, led to his occupying a much more prom.
inent position than he had wished to oceupy,
and rencdered it necessary for him to give a
still greater portion of his time o public
duties than be in the first instance
counted upon doing, aud in order to enable
him to de that he made a farther sacrifice in
che year 1870, by which he ceased to be in.
. terested in the Ernfauﬂnnll business of the
{irm with which he bad been coanected ; and
from December, 1870, though his name WaS
in the firm, he had no partnership interest
- in it—ite profits or its losses In thus leav.
{ ing the firm he made a further sacrifice of
£5,200 a {.ur in the public interest in order
| to wake him free to attend to his public
duties, and in utter disregard of his private

interest He (Attorney-General) would like
to know how macy hon. gentiemen opposite
would have been ready to make either of
these sacrifices ? $7,600 a year of income was
asum .ar beyond what probably any member
of the House had ever made fes-
siopally, but the legal character of Mr,
Biake was of such a high order, and his
| services were 20 much sought after, that his
business was fast increasing, and the sacri- 4
| fice was even fut-ur than those figures would
indicate. To hint that Mr, Blake made use’
| of his porition in the House for she purpose |

!

of peculiiary profit was a monstrous thing on
the nfpthn mal:l of hon, gentlemen
which first bro?bt matber before the
public, and the hon. member was as respon-
mble, as in bringing forward this motion he
was endeavouring to perpetuate the slur
which wasattempted tobe cast. With regardto
Mr. Blake's connection with the passage of
any Private Bills, he said that his firm had
acted in the case of but two Bills at most,
and that was after he had ceased to be a mem-
ber of the firm, Ogne of them was a Bill of
which the hon, member for East Toronto was
the promoter.

Mr. CAMERON said that the hon. mem-
for West Toronto was its promoter, but that
he (Mr,Cameron) had done allhe could to get
1t paseed.

Mr. CROOKS gaid the hon. gentleman's
' pame was on the back of the Bill. He
(Mr, Crooks) was chairman of the Committee.

Attorney-General MOWAT safd there were
only one or two Bills at most, and Mr, Blake
. bad no pecuniary interest in them whatever.
, He bad that gentleman’s authority for atat-
I irg that he did not even know that one of
. bis partners had been concerned in thess
- Bills, until when in Ottawa he saw in some
| of the organs of the gentlemen opposite
| eome statement on the subject, Ie then
' wrote to Toronto and found the circumstan-
- ces to be as now stated, If the hon. mem-
- ber for South Leeds wished that there should
- be a new rule of the House on this subject,
it would be right to discuss that question;
~but he the (Attorney-Genmeral) would
 certainly like to know why a professional
partner of a member ghould stand in a differ.
- ent position from sny other partner. He |
was somwewhat astonished at the low view of
- his profession that the hon. gentleman
tecmed to bave. Tlere came constantly be-
fore the House Bills respecting railways and?
lavks, and other corporations, and yet it
bad npever been  thought necessary
to exclude from the House any
gentleman who had any interest in any
of those Bills, Why should this elar be
cast upon the legal members of the House
more than upon any other! The ob
jection was  entirely fanciful, and.
not to be scriously entortained. I |
the Court of Chancery, with which he
was somewhat familiar, a rﬁke principle had
been considered. There, everybody knew the
strong hand which that Court held over trus- |
tees—anud very often solicitors were trustecs
Where there was any litigation in con- |
ncction with the trust, and a solicitor was
concerned profcssionally in that litigatioq,
' the rule was that he was not permitted to
' derive any :dvmtsﬁo from it, and if he in.
| ourred any costs he must lose them; there
 being the same or even s much greater
| reason to prevem$ profit being made from
I truste of that kiad as to prevent profit being ,
{

made by members of Parliameat, Bat thea

t'e rule was equally “clear that if |
'e trustee’s partner does the business, and
. directly or indirectly the solicitor himself
does notfderivejadvantage from the business,
the costs are allowed  The Court held that
there was no reason why 2 partner should
pot conduct business of that kind as long as
the trustee himself does not derive a bene'it
from these costs, That was the rule of the
English Parliament, and he did not see why
we should go beyond that rule in this House
It was impossible for some gentlemen to at-
tend to their legislative duties without great |
eacrifices, and he did not see why those sac- |
- rifices should be increased by debarriag them
- from having partners who, as lawyers, did
business in the House, It might be right to
consider the question of a new rule, but now
.6 House was asked to affirm a propositioa
whbich, beyond all ques$ion, was incorrect
- and contrary to the iact. The House would
bave no difficulty in negativing the motion of |
the hon. member. (Hear, hear.)

Mr. CAMERON expressed the confidence
he felt in the legal profession generally. al-
though that profession more than ™y
other was not exempt from the preser; ‘e of
black sheep. He was somewhat surpris.”s
after statements that Poq emanated from the
Aitorney-General ﬂ'-fﬁMon, that so mnc}
warmth should be displayed by him in refer-
ring tc the resolution before the House.
He admitted, if the facts respecting the ton.
Mr. Bluke, as represented by the Atturney-
General, were true, that a great injustice had
been done to that hen, tleman. In
alluding to the question before the House
be said that perhaps, as the Attorney.(ieneral

' bad poin out, the resolution was mnot
strictly correct. The mischief to be avoided
was probably just as great, whether the legal
gentleman made an arrangemont with his
partners not to participate in the remu-
neration, as if he were in point of fact
to receive a portion of the remuneration,
The hon. gentleman proceeded to assert that
tLe hon. Trea:urer had acted Jast session as
Chairman of the Private Bills Committee.




