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before the firet eloction there is a desire t(increase the number of non-elective inembers,
It je of the utmest importance that thEruiere of a profession should be men of thEhighest repute and character. We have ncelection and practically no soiection. Themen who by their ability and character suc-ceed in thoir profession and take silk, are madebenchers, though there je a power resorved tothe benchers flot to invite, a power very rarolyexorcised. It may be said that the Lord Chan-cellor by seiecting the Q.C.'e, virtuaily selectsthe benchers ; but this is not truc in fact. Themen whoso standing and position entitie theinto siik are neyer refused. Perhaps the positionof the bar in Ontario may bo so different ae tojustify a different system. We hope that theelection plan will succood at least as well asour system doee. Its greater succese mightdispose us to entortain a project of eloctivebenchers in Engiand.-n7e Law Journal.

The Courts of America are in conflict con-corning the liabilities of married womon, onehaving held that a note signed by a wife assurety for her husband,' there being no con-sideration othor than the pre-existing debt ofthe husband, lei void; whilst another has heidthat indorsingy notes as surety for a husbandje a sufficient charge upon her separato estate.I the latter case it was said to Uc sufficient toallege, in addition to the ordinary allegations,the coverture of the defendant, a separateestate in her,' and her intent to charge suchestate. In the former case the court regardedthe Act as intendcd solely for the benefit ofrnarried women and their children. " Thestatute" it was said, "trieitber in terms autho-riscs a married wom:în to inake herseif liablepersonally l'or the debt of another, ' or, whercno consideration mnoves to her, can it Uc pre-sumptively for her benefit. It was no part ofthe design of the statute to relieve hcr ofcom11i0n law <.isialbiliries for arîy sucb purpose.Those disabitities are reiiioved oniy so far asthey operatcd unjustly and oppressively, andbcyond that they are suffered to remain."Javin~g been rcmoved witb the beneficentdesign to protect the wife in thc enjoyment anddisposai of her propcrty for the benefit of ber-self and hor famiiy, tho etatute cannot beextended by construction to cases not ornbraced
by its language for within its design."t Itwill bo desirablo to avoid thcse difflcuitioswhcn we corne to practical lcgislation...Law
T'imes.

PIFFERENCE BETWEEN A RECEIPTAND A RELEASE UNDER SEAL.
A passonger who was injured in a raiiwayaccident accepted a sum of' mofley by %vay ofcompensation, and signcd a receipt which wasexpreýsed to be in discharge of bis dlaim infult upon the raiiway company for ail losssustained and expenses incurrcd by the acci-dent. After signing this receipt ho becameworso and applied for further compensation,

0which the raiiway company refused to give*hua; and ho cornmenced an action at lawagainst them, in which ho claimed heavydanmages. The company pieaded the cornmonplea of payxnent and roceipt of the sum ofnmoney in satisfaction of the piaintifl"s dlaim,*upon which the plaintif;, instead of repiyingto the plea, filed hie bill, alioging that he hadnot replied because ho was advised that thePlea was a fuit and complote answer at iaw tehie cause of action, and praying that thedefendants might be enjoined from reiying onthe pion at the triai of the action, and fronisetting up the recoipt as a satisfaction of thedamnagos daim ed, except to the extent of thesum aiready paid. The judgment of Vice-Chancellor Matins, wbo granted the injunction,is not reportod, but the judgment of the lordsjustices, who reversed tho docree of the vice-chancoîlor, and dismissod the bilt with coste,is fuily r1eported. Lee v. Lancashire andYorkahire lailway Co., 19 W. R. 129.
It is, or wae, a common but reprehensiblepractice with raiiway companies, after anaccident had occurred, to get the sufferers tosign a roceipt, accepting a suni of moneydown for the injuries they have sustained,beforo thdy wcil knew the extent of tbossinjuries. Sce the remarks of the Lord Jus-tice Meiiish (19 W. R. 732) on this practice.In cases of this description a bill wiii lie terestrain tho railway company froîn relying ontiie pica that the plaintiff in tlie action re,ceived the sum in accord and satisfaction(Stewart v. Great WVetern llailway Company,913 W. R. 907), by reason of the fraud invoived.
The bill in Lee v. Lancashire and York4rirdJailway Comipany, aup., was probably filedon the autbority of Stewart v. Great We8ter»leailway Company,, 8up ; but in Stewart v.ýGreat Western Jiailway Company fraud wasaileged on the part of the company's agents,and that the comnpany intended to rely on thO#receipt thris obtained as a defence to thoaction. This aliegatior, gave the court juris-1 diction, and enabWIe thre lord -chancellor tOOverrule the demurrer, atthough the bill didnot go on to prav compensation. In Lee V.'Lancashire and YÉork8h ire lailway Com pan 1

no case of fraud wae made by the bill orproved at the hearing, and the bilt was diemissed on the ground that, in the absence Offraud, the piaintifi' could net want the aid Ofa court of equity. In fact, the plaintiff didnot want the aid of the court to set aside thOreceipt. 'I' bis is apparent whcn we considet
what the truc nature of a receipt is, as di5*tinguished fromn a reicase under seat. A rO-bease under seat extinguislies the debi (Uoppi1V. Goppin, 2 P. WVms. 295), or rather acte 80an estoppel, and can only ho set aside on bill
fited, or under the equitable jurisdiction of à'court or law. But a reccipt, according toAbbot, C. J., in Skazfe v. Jacka8on, 3 B. & O.421, is nothing more than a primary acknOw'ledgment that thc monoy lias been paid, Oras Littiodale, J., said in the saine case, it jnet an estoppel, and arnounts to nothing MO"


