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TH1E LORD» CIJANCELLOR AND LAW REFORM.

Lordl Birkenhead has taken the unusual course of unfolding
iii Thc Timies sonie proposais for law reforin, which are of import-
zinre to the publie and the profession. We have no such august
personage in this eountry-no mie, Nvho should, as he does, take
a paternal interest in legisiation. Perhaps the Canadian Bar
Association is the source frorn whielh wc rather look to for initia-
tions in legislat1on in this part of the Bn'r;'e. The Lord
Chancellor'N action is referrcd to in an article in the Law Timnes,
f rom which wve extract the following:

4Law cformn should bc a topie of singular intcrest to cvery
citizen, but wvc are af raid that this la far from being the fact-
a good examp1e being the, way ln whieh the abolition of the right
to trial hy jury lu civil cases passed hoth Houses of Parliament
praetieally without discussion. Although on some questions wve
eannot agrve with the Lord Chauceellor's four exceedingly inter-
esting aiticles, but subjeets discussed arc of prime. importance
not offly ta the public, but to the profession. They indicate the
uines upon which reforrn should proeecd, and demotistrate the
extreme diffleulty of carrying throngh the nceessary schemes.

At the outget the Lord Chanellor points out that legal refonn
has jîassed ont of the domain of party politics, and that this
faet dcprives the reformier "'of thatt inoientuin which is ncces-
sary to pioie measures uponi the stiitute-book in these days of
e*rolwchdý l'ariliaiticntai tiixue. ' This i,4 offly too truc, and the
dlrag eau ifly lic. reinoved by cniergy and deteriniation.

Natunally, the Law of Property Bill and Land Transfer, were.
tht' firsf inattera discussed lu the ai-ticlet. WVc agree that the
siînplifh(at ion of the law of real property and of conveyanceing

~uigeulyý cahl]ed for, and we isinerely hope to sec the Lord
(Uhaneellor ,iuccessful in carrying the-se proposals in the comng
session. But with regard to the c.oîpulsory extension of the
provisions of the Land Transfer Act, we do not agree with Lord

Birkenhead that " voluntary extension having f ailed, and the need
for extension l)eiiig shewn, it is now vitally necessary to obtainý
more effective powers for- the o3ompulsory extension of the


