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)t of Court in disobeying an injunetion order. The de-
ivas nlot represented upon the argument. He filed an
which, the Iearned Judge said, he shouki neyer have

If prepared by a solicitor, his action was bighly impro>per.
int should nlot be allowed to swear to legal propositions
,e knows te be false, or whieh. he eould flot be suppoSed to
and. Thie Iearned Judge was flot able to accept the de-
,'s stateinent in one paragraph of the affidavit if what
gidant meant to gay w&,;, that lie did nlot intend te disobey
ýr of the Court. Thie previous paragrapha of hie affidavit
different conclusion. The defendant wau fot entitled, to

oeaideration, In a sense he intended te disregard the
aid play the roll of a quasi-civilized outlaw. Technieally,
-, an immediate order committing him tW the commiton gaol
tempt would nlot he justified. The defendànt was flot
with the injuniction order made by KELLYr, J., on the
Dveiuber, 1912; and the solicitors who accepted service
defendant advised himi only that lie was enjoined froni
or selling sod upon the property. Hle should not be de-.

Df his liberty until the case should be mnade clear against
al» intenta. Motion enlarged until Friday the 26th De-
; ad, if the plaintiffs desire, it will then be further

1. In the ineantime the plaintiffs, if so advisýed, can have
muection order pensonally served, and evidenici of any
ant interferenee with the property ean bc givenl upon
Aieation. If the plaintiffs prefer if, the mnotion will bc
Ad without costs. W. MN. Douglas, K.CX, for the plaintifs.

mi' %, (AYUGA-LENNOX, J., IN HME&DC 1

sion (t)rirt--Proht'bition--Attack-menit of Debs-Moncy
cd iii B(onk by Elnenfranichi8ed. luidiaît-P oint De(-ided
t of1 Âppid.-Judgmeiit Ezecated by Paqjment-Nothing
ing to bc Ii-ohibited.J-Ilotion by the prixnary debtor
hibition te the Iirst Division C~ourt in the Countyv of
and to prohibit proceedings upon the judgmexit of that
vhiih was aftlrmied by the Supreme Court of Ontario,
.te Division, on the 214t April, 1913: Avery v. Cayuga,
R. 517. LFNox, J., said that the fact that there had
trial aud lengthy argument, and that there bad been an
te the Court of Appeal touching the questions now


