
RECE!NT DEcisioONMD THE CusaENT REPORTs.

we are glad to publish another. We ex-
pressed a hope some time since that some
one xnight write a book on the law of
dower. We thik it miglit fail into
worse hands than those of our industrious
and intelligent correspondent.

THn Chancellor recently took occasion
to cali attention to the fact that it was
customary for the press to suppress in
their reports the names of attorneys and
tolicitors against whom proceedings w.ere
instituted. He thouglit that the prac-
tice-though it arose from a kind and
courteous motiva--so far from being any
benefit te the profession, had the affect
of concealing from public disgraca the
smail nurnber of the profession who were
guilty of acting dishonorably, thareby
identifying the cornparatively large por-
tion, who in discharging their duties had
a due regard for the dignity of the profes-
sion with the objectionabie minority. Wa
concur i this view of the matter, subjact
however, te this proviso, that motions
for rules niai, or other preiiminary motions,
if published at ail, should not give the
name, but that when ruies absolute and
orders are made, the proceeding8 shouid
be reported with ail necessary particulars
as i ordinary cases.

Lord Justice Christian is an Ishmaeiite
indaed. Lateiy ha lias been falling foui
of the Couniof Law Reporting in Ireland,
and gave notice te the Bar that everything
which would be tharaafter attributed te
hlm i the pages of the Irish reports, ha,
by anticipation, disowned and repudiated
as apurious and unauthorized. This re-
mida one of the story told of the ju-
diojous Mr. Prica, and the Court of Ex-
chequer, at the time it was a, close Court.
When he begk1 reporting there, one
Ianed baron was heard to ask of a bro-
ther-"l What doas that fellow corne liers

-taking down wliat we say-for 1" 'In
the long run it lias been found advisable
for the Judges and the "lnoble army of
reporters " to work ini harmony and not
at cross-purposes. Moreover, the Lord
Justice ini writing to the Timnes, mak-
ing stricturas on the observations of the
Law Lords who ventured to reverse one
of his judgiuents, is shewing a sort of

perverse pluck, much more to be depre-
cated than commended. It is certainly an
unseemly and ili-advised course for the
over-ruled Judge of an inferior tribunal
to endeavour to set hîmself right by nieans
of the newspapers. The professional pub-
lie, to whorn ha appeals, can well guage
the merits and demerits of occupants of
the bendli, without the necessity of judgea
descending inte the arena of personai con-
troversy.

RECENTS DEOISIONS AND THE
CURRENT REiPORTS.

We venture te, think that one point de-
cided in Hutchinson v. Beatty, 40 U. C. R.,
135, bas hardly received sufficiant con-
Bidaration. Thera was a *sale of timbar
by the locatee, and it was stipulated that
tan yaars should ha ailowed for taking it
off. The sale wae in 1872, 8o that the
limit of time -for the removai had not been
raachad, and it was really not »ecessary
to dacida upon the affect of the tima-limit.
But the Court did so, and haid apparentiy
ýhat the limitation wa8 bad, as the atatute
did not provida for the forfeiture of the tim-
ber in default of ramovai within a givan
time. It was said ta be impossible, in the
absence of express lagialation, to decide
thýàt the standing timbar sold on free
grant lands should ba removad i one,
two, thraa, or any other givan number of
years. But, suraly, the true view i. that
tha statuta lias nothig te do with this
terra of the bargain. The statute givas
the right te sail the trees ; the manner of
sale and the quantity soid depend upon
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